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PREFACE TO NEW EDITION 

On Sunday, August 2, 1914, in the King of Roumania^s sum- 
mer residence at Sinaia, situated among the pine forests of the 
lower Carpathian Mountains, an interesting prophecy was made. 
Tlie Queen, “ Carmen Sylva,” asked Take Jonescu, the brilliant 
lawyer and statesman, what the results of the w^ar which was 
then just breaking out would be. Jonescu replied that no mortal 
could have the presumption to claim to know or to divine all the 
consequences of such a conflict: ‘‘However, I know four,” he 
said, “ and these four I can state in a few^ words. First, there 
will be such a revival of hatred among nations as has not been 
seen in centuries. This is as inevitable as the light of daj\ 
Secondly, there will be a larch to the left, toward those ideas 
w'hich are called Socialistic. Certainly in the long run nothing 
that is absurd can permanently triumph, but in every country the 
drift toward the extreme left is certain, once the governing classes 
seem in tlie ey(‘s of the masses — because of the letting loose 
of this friglitful catastrophe — more incaj)able than they had 
thought. In the third place, JIadaine, there will be what I may 
call a cascade of thrones. Your Majesty, who has so often told 
me that she is a republican, will not be surprised at this jirophecy. 
Only those monarchies which are in reality merely hereditary 
presidencies of re}>ublics, like the British monarchy, have a 
chance of esca])ing this terrible cascade which will justly issue 
from a war jirovoked by absolute sovereigns.” 

Jonescu then explained to the Queen that because of this w^ar 
the revolutionary movement, which for several decades had de- 
vserted the field of jiolitics in order to limit itself to the field of 
economics, would inevitably become jiolitical once more. 

“Finally, I said,” continues this discerning critic, “this war 
^will hasten by fifty years the arrival of the United States at 
^ the moral leadersliip of the white race, an event wdiich w^as in- 
evitable in any case, but which the war will have accelerated. 

• As far as I am concerned this event will not be at all dis- 
ph’asing as the experiment which the United States is making of 
a new civilization, without prejudices, without castes, without 
' nionarchical or aristocratic institutions, is the most interesting 
experiment which mankind has ever yet seriously undertaken.*’ 

V 



VI 


PREFACE TO NEW EDITION 


The history of the past ten years is *a sufficient commentary 
upon the power of precise prevision of this particular prophet. 

It is for the purpose of tolling this later history^ that this 
new edition of Europe Since 1815 has been prepared. The 
original edition appeared in 1910. Since then the face of the 
world has been strangely and amazingly changed, and the process 
of accelerated evolution is still in full swing. This culminating, 
crowded, and strictly contemporary cliapter in the annals of 
the race constitutes a challenge to the historian, — and perhaps 
a trap. 

In this new edition I have reproduced the earlier one substan- 
tially intact, making, however, whatever additions and altera- 
tions have seemed desirable; enlarging, for example, my previous 
treatment of the Industrial Revolution, of Socialism, and of the 
German Flrnpire under William II. In recounting the years from 
1910 to 1919 I have freely used the material contained in riiy 
later book, Modern Europe, abridging here and amidifying 
there. The chronicle of events since the middle of 1919 is en- 
tirely new and constitutes more than a fourth of the book. The 
space alloted to the events of the [)ast few years may by some 
be considered disproportionate but, in my opinion, it is justified 
by the exceptional importance of the period. It would, I think, 
be entirely mechanical and needle.N.sly inept for the historian to 
seek to give the same space in his narrative to ecjual spans of 
time, for the sim[)le reason that eijual chronological periods differ 
greatly from one another in significance of content. The French 
Revolutionists thought, and complacimtly announced, that they 
had made greater progress in .^ix years than tlu*ir jiredecessors 
had made in six centuries. They t‘xaggerated — but not as much 
as their predecessors would have thought. Since the French 
Revolution there has been no p<*riod so replete with shattering 
events, so charged with dynamic force, so remarkable for the 
changes it has witnessed, as that which began in 1914. New 
factors, or old factors .singularly intensified, have recently en- 
tered in profusion into contemporary history, to complicate and 
confuse; the astounding consecjuences of the war, the resurrection 
of old states, like Poland, long supposed to he extinct, flu* riso 
of new ones, like Czccho-Slovakia, the great enlargement of 
others, such as Rouniania or Jugo-Slavia, the radical tranks- 
formation of still others, like Austria and Hungary and (iermnny 
and Russia; the new' breezes that are blowing with varying 
velocity throughout the vast reaches of the Hriti.sh Empire, sub- 
jecting the flexible framework of that structure to exceptional 
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stress and strain; all the varied plienomena connected with that 
lurch to the left of which tlie Roumanian statesman spoke in 
that fatcSul summer of 1914, the disruption of Socialistic parties 
into factions under the disintegrating alchemy of the war, the 
subsequent wranglings of tliose factions, the varying fortunes 
and misfortunes of the Socialist movement in different countries 
ranging from the establishment of arbitrary, undemocratic and 
militaristic Communism in Russia to the stalemating of Socialism 
by big business ” in Germany and by Fascism in Italy, and to 
the constitutional agitation of the Labor Party in England. 
All these and many other topics demand notice in any survey of 
the history of Europe since the war and such notice cannot be 
unduly brief if it is to be really illuminating and explanatory. 
No succinct summary could })ossibly suffice to give a compre- 
hensible j)icture. 

I have, in general, brought the history of Europe down to the 
rnid-summer of obviously no logical or fixed terminus, there 

being none such at this end of the historic process. Contempo- 
rary history has only one definite terminus, namely its point 
of (k‘|)arture, and that, after all, is itself not so very definite, 
its proper localion being the subject of much dispute. 

C. D. H. 

New York 
July 30, 1023 
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The purpose of this book is the presentation of the history 
of Europe since the downfall of Napoleon. Needless to say, 
only the broader lines of the evolution of so crowded a century 
can be traced in a single volume. I have, moreover, omitted many 
subjects, frequently described, in order to give a fuller treat- 
ment to those which, in my opinion, are more important. I have 
endeavored to explain the internal development of the various 
nations, and their external relations in so far as these have been 
vital or deeply formative. I have also attempted to preserve a 
reasonable balance between the different periods of the century 
and to avoid the danger of over-emphasis. 

The great tendencies of the century, the transference of power 
from oligarchies to democracies, the building up of nations like 
Germany and Italy and the Balkan states which was the product 
of long trains of causes, of sharp, decisive events, and of the 
potent activity of commanding personalities, the gradual ex- 
pansion of Europe and its insistent and growing pressure upon 
the world outside, shown in so many ways and so strikingly in 
this age of imperialism and world-politics, the increasing con- 
sciousness in our <lay of the urgency of economic and social 
problems, all these and other tendencies will, I trust, emerge from 
the following pages, with clearness and in just proportion. 

The prt)blem of arranging material covering so many different 
countries and presenting such varieties of circumstance and con- 
dition is one of the greatest difficulty. It arises from the fact 
tliat Europe is only a geographical expression. The author is 
not writing the history of a single people but of a dozen different 
pc’oples, winch, having much in common, are nevertheless very 
dissimilar in character, in problems, in stages of development, 
*and in mental outlook. If he adopts the chronological order 
(and events certainly occurred in chronological sequence), if 
lie attempts to keep the histories of a dozen different countries 
moving jilong together as they did in fact, he must pass con- 
tinually from one to the other and his narrative inevitably be- 
comes jerky, spasmodic, and confused. If on the other hand 
he takes each nation in turn, recounting its history from starting 

iz 



PREFACE 


point to point of conrlusion, he gains the great advantage of 
continuity, which begets understanding, but he writes a dozen 
histories, not one. He therefore compromises, perforce, with his 
intractable problem and works out a method of presentation of 
whose vulnerability he is probably quite as acutely conscious as 
any reader could be. My method has been to bring down more 
or less together the histories of those countries which have so 
intimately and significantly interacted upon each other, Austria, 
Prussia, France, and Italj', that the evolution of one cannot be, 
even approximately, understood apart from a knowledge of the 
current evolution of the others. I then return to my starting 
point, 1815, and trace the histories of England, Russia, Turkey 
and the lesser states separately, gaining the advantage of being 
able to show their continuous development. I hope that this 
method has at least the merit of rendering clearness of exposition 
possible. 

My narrative is based to some extent upon an examination of 
the sources, although, considering the vast extent of the original 
material available, this has been necessarily comparatively 
limited. It is based chiefly, as probably any synthetic work cov- 
ering so large a field must be, on the elaborate general histories 
of different periods or countries, on biographies, and on the 
special monographic literature. These are indicated in the bibli- 
ography at the end of the volume which I have attempted to 
make critical and descriptive rather than extensive. It has been 
impossible for me to employ footnotes freely and consequently 
I am restricted to a general recognition of my great and constant 
indebtedness to the authorities used, a recognition which I wish 
to make as explicit and as grateful us it must be brief and 
comprehensive. • 

C. D. H. 

NOKTUAMPTOir, MASSACIIL'Sem, 

December 31, 1909. 
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CHAPTER I 

THE RECONSTRUCTION OF EUROPE 

In March 1814, the enemies of Napoleon entered his capital 
nml bivouacked in triumph in the streets. The long struggle was 
over which had forced the Emperor back step by step from the 
])luins of Russia through Germany, and was now sweeping him 
from France. Slowly the states of Europe had come to see that 
Napoleonic domination could be ended onl}’ by a generous and 
unswerving co-operation. Reading this useful lesson in the de- 
feats of many fields, they had built up the Great Coalition, and 
finally the political system, fashioned with such a varied display 
of talent by the Emperor of the French, had given way beneath 
the impact of a united and resolute Europe. 

But the overthrow of Napoleon brought with it one of the 
most complicated and difficult problems ever presented to states- 
ii’on and diplomatists. As all the nations of Europe had been 
profoundly affected by his enterprises, so all were profoundly 
affected by his full. For nearly a (juarter of a century the Con- 
tinent had been harried by war, involving, directly or indirectly, 
all the powers, great and small. During that period boundaries 
had beeiv changed and changed again with bewildering rapiditx’, 
old states had been destroyed, or cut up, or re-fashioned arbitra- 
rily, several historic dynasties had l»een swept from their thrones, 
new legal and social systems had been established, largely after 
French models, and now the power that had led in this vast trans- 
formalion had been humbled, its sovereign forced to strike arms. 
The destruction of the Napoleonic regime must be followed by 
the reconstruction of Europt*, and it is with this difficult work 
Huit this history begins. This reconstruction was foreshadowed 
more or less clearly in the treaties concluded with each other by 
the varjou.s states as they entered the Great Coalition. Particu- 
larly important, however, were the Treaties of Paris and Vienna, 
h) the making of which the powers now directed their attention. 

Tlie fir.st step, naturally, was to tletermine the future status of 
France. What should be done with this arch-enemy of Europe, 
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now that the decision no longer lay with her but with her con- 
querors? What should be her future government, how large her 
territory, how severe her punishment? 

The question of the government was the first to arise, and 
had agitated the Allies for weeks before they entered Paris. 
I'liere were several possible solutions. One was the continuance 
of Napoleon in j)ow(‘r, but only after having given sufficient 
guarantees for good behavior. Such an outcome was possible 
up to the middle of March, when the conditions were presented 
him for the last time. After he rejected them the Allies deter- 
mined to have done with him forever. There were the alternatives 
of a Regency for the little King of Rome, Napoleon’s son, or of 
a successful French general as tlie new monarch, such as 
Hernadotte, now patronized by the Tsar. Some proposed to 
leave the whole matter to the French })eople, others to the deter- 
mination of th(* legislative chambers sitting in Paris, Rut as 
ithe discussion went on it gradually became clearer and clearer 
-that it must be either Napoleon or Louis XVIII, the founder 
^of the new royal family or the representative of the old. Rerna- 
dotte u|)on the throne would mean an undue influence of Russia 
in the affairs of France; a Regency, an undue influence of 
Austria. An appeal to the French people, it was said, would 
let loose the Revolution once more, the very thing to wdiich it was 
proposed to administer a definite and com|)lete quietus. Gradu- 
ally the cry of the French royalists in favor of liOuis XVIII, 
‘‘ the legitimate king is tliere,” to restore him is imperatively 
necessary, ‘Sill else is intrigue,” carried all before it, and the 
first step in the reconstruction of Europe Avas taken by the 
restoration of the Rourbons to the throne from which ^hey had 
been absent for twenty-two years. 

On May J3(), 1814, tlie Treaty of Paris was concluded between 
the Allies on the one hand, ami France, under Louis XV^III, on 
the other. The boundaries of France were to be those oL 
January 1, 1792, with slight additions toward the southeast in 
Savoy and in the north and northeast. On the other hand she 
Avas to relinquish all her conquests beyond that line, which meant 
the extensive territories of the Netherlands, Italy, and j)arts of 
Germany, containing in all a population of about thirty-two 
millions. The distribution of these territories was to be deter- 
mined later, but it Avas already decided in principle, and so 
stated in the treaty, that the Netherlands should form a single 
state by the addition of the Relgian proAinces to Holland, that 
Lombardy and Venetia should go to Austria, that the Republic 
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of Genoa sliould be incorporated in Sardinia, that the states of 
Germany should be united in a federation, that England should 
keep jMalta and certain French colonies, returning others, that 
the German territories on the left bank of the Rhine, united to 
France since 1792, should be used for tlie enlargement of Holland, 
and as compensation to Prussia and otlier German states, and 
that Italy, outside those regions that were to go to Austria, 
should be coin})osed of sovereign states.” The definite elabora- 
tion of these intentions of the Allies was to be the work of a 
general international congress to be held, later in the year, in 
Vienna. 

The Congress of Vienna (September 181+~June 1815) was 
one of the most important diplomatic gatherings in the history 
of Europe, by reason of the number, variety, and gravity of the 
([iiestions presented and settled. The worldly brilliancy of its 
ineinhership was remarkable even for an age accustomed to the 
theatrical dij)lomacy of Na})oleon. There had rarely been seen 
before such an assemblage as gathered in Vienna in the autumn 
of 1814. There were the em])erors of Austria and Russia, the 
kings of Prussia, Bavaria, Wiirtemberg, Denmark, a multitude 
of lesser princes, and all the diplomats of Ehirope, of whom 
M(‘tternich and Talleyrand were the most conspicuous. All the 
])owers were re})resentod except Turkey. So brilliant an array 
merited consideration, and partly because men needed relaxation 
after the tense and desperate years through which they had just 
passed, and partly to oil the wheels of diplomacy, the court of 
Austria was most profuse and ingenious in its entertainment, 
(iaiety was the order of the day. It has been estimated that 
this Congress cost Austria about sixteen million dollars, spent 
for pageantry and amusement, and this when the state was 
virtually bankrupt. 

Slowly the work for which these men had come together was 
aeeom])lished. The Congress of Vienna was not a congress in 
the ordinary meaning of the word. There was never any formal 
oi)ening nor any general exchange of credentials. The repre- 
’sentatives of the powers did not assemble day after day and 
deliberate upon the many problems pressing for solution. There 
were no general sessions of all the powers. A large number of 
treaties were made between the various states and these were 
brought*together in their essential features in the so-called Final 
Act of June 9, 1815, a kind of codification of the work of the 
Congress. Everything was arranged outside in special com- 
mittees, and in the intimate interviews of sovereigns and diplo- 
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mats. Particularly important were the agreements of the Great 
, Powers with each other, Russia, Prussia, Austria, and England, 
the Allies who had conquered Napoleon, for their decisions were 
the main work of the Congress, and were forced upon the lesser 
states, which were simply expected to accept what they could 
;not themselves arrange. The dramatic interest of the Congress 
lies in the fact that these Great Powers were not in harmony 
with each other, that their interests at times were so divergent, 
their ambitions so intense and conflicting, that at one moment 
'war seemed likely to be the outcome of this meeting called to 
^givc peace to Europe. 

By the first Treaty of Paris of May 30, 1814, France had^^ 
I renounced all rights of sovereignty and protection over thirty- 
Hwo millions of people. The diplomats of Vienna reserved the 
right to distribute these millions as they saw fit. This was the 
main work of the Congress as it was also the one which occasioned 
the greatest discord. The division of tlie spoils w^as a trouble- 
some aff'air. The territories which France had renounced were 
widely scattered. They included what are now Belgium, certain/ 
Swiss cantons, large parts of Italy, extensive regions of Germany 
on both sides of the Rhine, and the Duchy of W arsaw, a creation^ 
of Napoleon out of former Poland. In addition to these, Saxony, 
an independent kingdom, which had remained faithful to Napo- 
leon when the other German states had turned against him, and 
the Kingdom of Naples, of which Napoleon’s brother-in-law, 
Murat, was still sovereign, were also considered properly at the 
disposal of the powers, by reason of their connection with the 
fallen star. 

Certain questions had been decided in principle ir\, the first 
Treaty of Paris, and needed now but to be carried out. The 
King of Piedmont, a refugee in his island of Sardinia during'^ 
Napoleon’s reign, was restored to his throne, and Genoa was 
given him that thus the state which borders France on the 
southeast might be the stronger to resist French aggression. 
Belgium, hitherto an Austrian possession, was annexed to^ 
Holland and to the House of Orange, now restored, that this 
state might be a barrier in the north. It was understood that, 
in general, the doctrine of legitimacy should be followed in de- 
termining the re-arrangement of Europe, that is, the principle 
that princes deprived of their thrones and driven from their 
states by Napoleon should receive them back again at the hands 
of collective Europe, though this principle was ignored whenever 
it might suit the interest of the Great Powers. Thus many of 
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the German and Italian princes recovered their authority. But 
in the determination of the legitimacy of a government great 
plasticity prevailed. In general, those states which in Germany 
had been destroyed before 1803, and in Italy before 1798, were 
not restored. This alone meant that the map of Europe was 
far more simple than at the outbreak of the French Revolution. 

The Allies who had, after immense effort and sacrifice, over- 
thrown Napoleon, felt that they should have their reward. The 
most powerful monarch at Vienna was Alexander I, Emperor of 
Russia, who, ever since Napoleon’s disastrous invasion of Russia, 
had loomed large as a liberator of Europe. He now demanded 
that the Grand Duchy of Warsaw, whose government fell with 
Napoleon, be given to him. This state had been created out of 
Polish territories which Prussia and Austria had seized in the 
2 )artitions of that country at the close of the eighteenth century. 
Alexander wished to unite them with a jiart of Poland that had 
fallen to Russia, tlius largely to restore the old Polish kingdom 
and nationality to which he intended to give a parliament and 
a constitution. There was to be no incorporation of the restored 
kingdom in Russia, but the Russian emperor should be king of 
Poland, The union was to be merely personal. 

Prussia was willing to give up her Polish provinces if only 
she could be indemnified elsewhere. She therefore fixed her atten- 
tion uj3on the rich Kingdom of Saxony to the south, with the 
important cities of Dresden and Leipsic, as her compensation. 
To be sure there was a King of Saxony, and the doctrine of 
legitimacy would seem clearly to aj)ply to him. But he had been 
faithful to his treaty obligations with Napoleon down to the 
battle of tfieipsic, and thus, said Prussia, he had been a traitor* 
to Germany, and his state was lawful prize. Prussia preferred 
to receive her increase of territory in Saxony rather than in 
the west along the Rhine, because Saxony was contiguous. She 
would thus consolidate and become more compact, whereas any 
j>ossession she might acquire along the Rhine would be cut off 
from the rest of the kingdom by intervening states, and would 
’only render more straggling and exposed her boundaries, already 
unsatisfactory. Moreover, she wished no common boundary with 
France, feeling that slie would always be weak along the Rhine. 

Russia and I’russia suj)ported each other’s claims, the one to 
the Ducliy of Warsaw, the other to the Kingdom of Saxony. 
But Austria and England wxu-e opposed to the demands of the 
northern courts, Austria not only because she was reluctant to 
give up her own Polish territory, her own part of the Duchy of 
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Warsaw, but because she feared the power of Russia, and the 
growth of Prussia in northern and central Germany, England 
because she desired to prevent Russia from increasing in strength, 
and Prussia from threatening Hanover. The Polish and Saxon 
questions, tlius closely connected with each other, formed the 
niost thorny subject before the Congress, the very pivot on wliich 
everything turned. So heated did the discussion become that 
Talleyrand, utilizing the opposition of the Great Powers to each 
i other, succeeded in forming a secret alliance between England, 
Austria and France, to resist tliese pretensions by arms if neces- 
sary (January 1815). The situation into which the powers had 
come over this Polish-Saxon question was manifestly so full of 
danger for all concerned that they began to recede from their 
extreme positions. This prepared the way for concessions, but 
the concessions were forced largely from Prussia. The opposi- 
tion to Russia was much less vehement, owing to her great mili- 
tary power. With three hundred thousand men ready for action 
she spoke with emphasis, and moreover, in the general state of 
exhaustion, Europe had no desire to go to war on account of 
Poland. The final decision was that Russia should receive the, 
lion’s share of the Duchy of Warsaw^ Prussia retaining only the, 
province of Posen, and Cracow’ being erected into a free city; 
that the King of Saxony should be restored to his throne; that^ 
he should retain tlie important cities of Dresden and Leipsic, but 
- should cede to Prussia about two-fifths of his kingdom; that, as' 
further compensation, Prussia sliould receive extensive territories < 
on both banks of the Rhine. Prussia also acquired Pomerania* 
from Sweden, thus rounding out her coast line on the Baltic. 

Russia emerged from the Congress with a goodly uumber of 
additions. She retained Finland, conquered from Sweden during < 
the late wars, and Bessarabia, snatched from the Turks ; also^ 
Turkish territories in the southeast. But, most important of all, 
she had now succeeded in gaining most of the Grand Duchy of* 
Warsaw. Russia now extended farther westward into Europe- 
than ever, and could henceforth speak with greater weight in 
European affairs. 

As Vienna was honored by being cliosen tlie seat of the mighty 
Congress tlie House of Hapsburg profited greatly by the ar- 
rangements concluded there. Austria refused to take back her 
former ])ossessions in southern Germany and Belgium, consider- 
ing them too distant and too difficult to defend, and preferring 
to consolidate her power in southern and central F2urope. She 
recovered her Polish possessions and received, as compensation^ 
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Jor tlic Nctlicriands, northern Italy, to be henceforth known as\ 
the Loinbardo' Venetian Kingdom, comprising the larger and; 
^richer part of the Po valley. The Illyrian provinces along the: 
eastern coast of the Adriatic were erected into a kingdom and; 
given to her. This enlargement of her coast line increased her, 
importance as a maritime power. She also extended westward' 
into the Tyrol and Salzburg, planting herself firmly upon the 
Alps. Thus, after twenty years of war, almost uninterruptedly 
^disastrous, she emerged with considerable accessions of strengthl 
and with a population larger by four or five millions than slid 
vhad possessed in 1792. She had obtained, in lieu of remote ana 
unprofitable possessions, territories which augmented her power 
in central Europe, the immediate annexation of a part of Italy, 
and indirect control over the other Italian states. The policy 
followed by Austria in the negotiations was indicated by Metter- 
nich, who said, ‘‘ We wished to establish our empire without there 
being any direct contact with France.’^ This was accomplished. 

England, the most persistent enemy of Napoleon, tlie builder 
of repeated coalitions, the pay-mistress of the Allies for many 
years, found her compensation in additions to her colonial empire. 
She retained much that she had conquered from France or from 
the allies or dependencies of France, particularly Holland. She 
occupied Heligoland in the North Sea, ]\[alta and the Io nian 
Islan ds in the Mediterranean; Ca pe C olony in South Africa; 
C'eylon, Isl e of Fra nce, Demerara, S t. Lu cia. Tobag o, and 
T rinid ad. It was partially in view of her colonial losses that 
HoTland was indemnified by the annexation of Belgium on the 
Continent, as already stated. 

Anothe* question of great importance, decided at Vienna, was, 
the disposition of Italy, The general princi])le of action had 
already been laid down in the Treaty of Paris, that Austria 
should receive compensation here for the Netlierlands, and that 
the old dynasties should be restored. Austrian interests deter- 
mined the territorial arrangements. Austr ia took possession, 
as has been said, of the richest and, in a military sense, the 
SfStrongest provinces, Lombardy and Venotia, from which position 
she could easily dominate the peninsula, especially as the Duchy 
v»of l^arma was given to Marie Louise, wife of Napoleon, and as 
princes connected with tlie Austrian imperial family were re- 
stored to their thrones in Modena and Tuscany. The Papal 
vStates were also re-established. Austrian influence was hence- 
forth substituted for French throughout the peninsula. 

No union or federation of these states was effected, as in 
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Germany, largely because Austria feared that she would not bo 
allowed the presidency of two confederations. It was Metter- 
nich’s desire that Italy should simply be a collection of inde- 
pendent states, should be only a geographical expression.’’ 
The doctrine of legitimacy, aj)pealed to for the restoration of 
dynasties, was ignored by this congress of princes in the case 
of republics. “ llepublics are no longer fasliionable,” said the 
Tsar to a Genoese deputation which came to protest against 
this arrangement. Genoa and Venice were handed over to others. 
Romilly mentioned in the English House of Commons that the 
Corinthian horses which Napoleon had brought from St. Mark’s 
to Paris were restored to the Venetians, but that it was certainly 
a strange act of justice ‘‘ to give them back their statues, but 
not to restore to them those far more valuable possessions, their 
territory and their republic,” which had been wrested from them 
at the same time. 

Other changes in the map of Europe, now made or ratified, 
were these: Norway was taken from Denmark and joined with 
Sweden: S^^itzerland was increased by the addition of three 
cantons which had recently been incorporated in France, thus 
making twenty-two cantons in all. The frontiers of Spain and 
Portugal were left untouched. 

Such were the territorial re-adjustments decreed by the 
Congress of Vienna, and which were destined to endure, with 
slight changes, for nearly fifty years. It is impossible to dis- 
cover in these negotiations the operation of any lofty principle. 
§elf-interest is the key to this weltgr of bargains and agreements. 
Not that these titled brokers neglected to attempt to convince 
Europe of the nobility of their endeavors. Great phrases, such 
as “ the reconstruction of the social order,” the regeneration 
of the political system of Europe,” a durable peace based upon 
a just division of power,” were used by the diplomats of Vienna 
in order to reassure the peoples of Europe, and to lend an air 
of dignity and elevation to their august assembly, but the peoples 
were not deceived. They saw the unedifying scramble of the 
conquerors for the spoils of victory. No ignominy was spared 
the people of Germany. The diplomats quarreled over the 
question whether some of the subjects of certain princes, who 
were not to be restored, (the mediatized princes), subjects 
who paid small taxes, were to be reckoned as “ whole souls,” or 
half souls.” Germans were indignant as they saw themselves 
considered merely as numbers and articles of taxation. A 
German editor denounced this heartless system of statistics,” 
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and glorious Bliicher grimly compared this congress to the 
annual cattle fair. The doctrine of legitimacy was one of the 
rhetorical shibboleths, but, as already said, it was applied only 
capriciously as suited the Great Powers. Republics need not 
invoke it, and even kings were curtly excluded from its benefits, 
itrustavus IV, of Sweden, dethroned, claimed in vain his restora- 
Ition. The King of Denmark was forced to acquiesce in the 
Vrievous dismemberment of his kingdom. For years the mon- 
archs of Europe had denounced Napoleon for respecting neither 
jthe rights of princes nor tliose of peoples. They now paid him 
^he flattery of hearty imitation. They ignored as cavalierly as 
he had done the j)rescriptivc rights of rulers, whenever it seemed 
to tliem advantageous to do so. The principle of nationality, 
wliich Napoleon had contemned to his own undoing, they treated 
with similar disdain. It was in defiance of this principle that 
vAustria was given a commanding position in Italy, that Norway 
was handed from Denmark, whose language she spoke, to Sweden, 
as compensation for Finland, which the latter was forced to 
renounce to Russia, and for Pomerania, which she was forced 
to cede to Prussia, that the Belgians were united with the Dutch. 

Europe generally acquiesced willingly in the work of this 
Congress, ardently desirous as it w^as, after the long, sickening 
w ars, for peace at almost any price, and that work proved reason- 
ably durable. Yet the settlement of Vienna had pronounced 
enemies from the start, anxious to overthrow it. Among the 
^disaffected were the French, who saw wliat they regarded as 
their natural boundary taken from them. They alone, among 
the important nations, came forth from this international liqui- 
dation no accessions of territory. Prussia, Russia, Austria, 
and England, all received additions and important ones. But 
not so France, and thus relatively to the others France was 
weakened. For Frenchmen these treaties of 1815 w^erc ‘‘ odious,” 
y^and to be torn up when the propitious time should come. Multi- 
tudes, also, of Germans and Italians were embittered as they saw' 
their hopes of unity and liberal government turn to ashes. The 
SBelgians resented being handed about without even being con- 
sulted. They rose in revolt in 1830, and destroj^d this artifice 
of 1815. The arrangements concerning Germany and Italy were 
demolished in the great decade of 1860 to 1870. 

Thougli the division of territories and the determination of 
the map of Europe constituted the main work of the Congress 
of Vienna, other subjects were passed upon as well. Though it 
did not abolish tKe slave trade, it condemned it in a solemn utter- 
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ance as contrary to the principles of civilization and human 
right.” It was something to have the traffic thus officially 
branded. The Congress also established a federal form of 
government for Germany, wJiich w'ill be described in a succeeding 
chapter. It adopted certain articles concerning the future 
* organization of Switzerland. The Final Act, codifying the worli 
of the Congress during its many months of activity, was signed 
June 9, 1815, a few days only before the battle of Waterloo. 
All the governments of Europe accepted its provisions, except 
Spain and the Papacy, whose opposition was treated by the 
others with easy-going indifference. 

While the Congress of Vienna was slowly elaborating the 
system that should succeed the Napoleonic on tlie basis of a 
certain balance of power, Napoleon escaped from Elba, made 
straight for Paris, seized the government of France from the 
hands of the fleeing Louis XVIII, and entered upon the reign of 
a Hundred Days.” The Allies once more forgot their wrang- 
lings, indignantly gathered themselves together to end this menace 
once for all, and Waterloo was their reward. This sudden flash 
had, however, proved the necessity of legislation supplementary 
to that of the Congress before peace could be considered secure. 
The first Treaty of Paris had not proved a solid basis for a 
reconstructed Euro})e. A restored Bourbon had not been able to 
keep his throne. Now France must give sufficient bonds that in 
the future she would not disturb the tranquillity of the Conti- 
nent. The result was the second Treaty of Paris (November 20, 
1815), concluded, like the first, between Louis XVIII, restored 
once more, and the Allies, but, unlike the first, imposing heavy 
and humiliating burdens u[)on France. Her territory.^was re- 
duced, involving a loss of about half a million inhabitants, 
though it was still larger than at the outbreak of the Revolution. 
iShe was forced to cede a number of strategic posts on her 
northern and eastern frontier. She was to pay a war indemnity - 
of 700,000,000 francs and eighteen fortresses were to be occu- 
pied by 150,000 troops of the Allies for a maximum of five years, 
a minimum of three, these troops to be supported by the French. 
It has been estimated that the total cost of the Hundred Days ” 
to France, resulting from these stipulations and certain addi^ 
tional claims of the Allies, amounted in the end to 1,570,000,000 
francs, the equivalent in purchasing power of about 6,000,000,000 
francs, as the franc was valued before the great World War. 

Before quitting Paris in the fall of this eventful year of 1815, 
the Allies signed two more documents of great significance in the 
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future history of Europe, that establishing the so-called Holy 
Alliance, and that establishing the Quadruple Alliance. The 
former proceeded from the initiative of Alexander I, of Russia, 
whose mood was now deeply religious under the influence of the 
tremendous events of recent years and the fall of Napoleon, 
which to his mind seemed the swift verdict of a higher j)ower in 
Jmman destinies. He himself had been freely praised as the White 
Angel, in contrast to the fallen Black Angel, and he had been 
called the Universal Saviour. He now submitted a document to 
his immediate allies, Prussia and Austria, which was famous for 
a generation, and which gave the popular name to the system 
of repression which was for many years followed by the powers 
that had conquered in the late campaign, a document unique in 
the history of diplomacy. Invoking the name of the very holy 
and indivisible Trinity,” these three monarchs, “ in view of the 
great events which the last three years have brought to pass in 
Europe, and in view, especially, of the benefits which it has 
pleased Divine Providence to confer upon those states whose 
governments have placed their confidence and their hope in Him 
alone,” having reached the profound conviction that the policy 
of the powers, in their mutual relations, ought to be guided by 
the sublime truths taught by the eternal religion of God our 
Saviour ” solemnly declare their unchangeable determination 
to adopt no other rule of conduct, either in the government of 
their respective countries, or in their political relations with 
other governments than the precepts of that holy religion, the 
prece})ts of justice, charity, and peace”; solemnly declare, also, 
that those principles far from being applicable exclusively to 
private Kf6, ought on the contrary to control the resolutions of 
princes, and to guide their steps as the sole means of establishing 
human institutions, and of remedying their imperfections.” 
Henceforth, accordingly, comformably to the words of Holy 
Scripture ” the three monarchs will consider themselves as 
brothers and fellow citizens, ‘‘ united by the bonds of a true and 
indissoluble fraternity,” and will lend aid and assistance to 
each other on all occasions and in all places, regarding them- 
selves, in their relations to their subjects and to their armies, 
as fathers of families.” Hence, their ‘‘ sole principle of conduct ” 
shall be ihat of rendering mutual service and testifying by 
unceasing good will the mutual affection with which they should 
be animated. Considering themselves all as members of one 
great Christian nation, the three allied princes look upon them- 
f^elves as delegates of Providence called upon to govern three 
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branches of the same family,” namely, Austria, Prussia, and 
Russia. Their majesties recommend, therefore, to their peoples, 
as the sole means of enjoying that ])eace which springs from 
a good conscience and is alone enduring, to fortify themselves 
eacli day in tin' |)rincij)lcs and ])ractice of those duties which the 
Divine Saviour has taugfit to men.” ‘‘ All those powers who wish 
solemnly to make avowal ” of these ‘‘ sacred principles shall be 
received into this Holy Alliance with as much cordiality as 
affection.” ^ 

This document, born of the religious emotionalism of the 
Tsar, has no parallel. Written in the form of a treaty, it 
imposes none of the practical obligations of a treaty, but is 
rather a confession of faith and purpose. Diplomatists were 
amazed at its unworldly character. Ultimately, nearly all the 
powers of Europe signed it, more out of compliment to the Tsar 
ithan from any intellectual sympathy. Metternich pronounced 
it a “ sonorous nothing,” a “ philanthropic aspiration clothed 
in a religious garb,” an overflow of the pietistic feelings of the 
Fiinperor Alexander ”; Castlereagh, a piece of sublime mysticism 
and nonsense”; Gentz, a bit of ‘‘stage decoration.” Yet for 
a generation this Holy Alliance or “ diplomatic apocalypse ” 
stood in the mind of the world as the synonym for the regime of 
absolutism and repression which prevailed in Europe. But that 
regime was not the outcome of the treaty of the Holy Alliance, 
but rather that of the treaty of the Quadruple Alliance con- 
cluded in the same year. The former was a dead letter from the 
moment of issue, and did not influence the policy, either domestic 
or foreign, of any state. Its author, Alexander I, was, more- 
over, in 1815 a liberal in politics who had been lar^ery instru- 
mental in forcing the restored Bourbon, Louis XVIII, to grant 
a constitution to France, and who was himself about to grant 
one to Poland. He was certainly at this moment far from 
thinking of inaugurating a system of repression. But the latter, 
.(the treaty of the Quadruple Alliance, became under the manipu- 
lation of Metternich a stern and forbidding reality, as we shall 
isec. The liberal newspapers of the Continent confused the two 
treaties, naturally enough, as Russia, Austria, and Prussia were 
signatories of both, and they came to speak with hatred of the 
Holy Alliance. The name excepted, however, the Hol 3 r Alliance 
is much less important than the Quadruple Alliance concluded 
November 20, 1815. 

1 Univ. of Penn. T translations, etc. I, 3. Edit, by J. PI. Robinson. 
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Napoleon had been overthrown only by collective Europe, 
bound together in a great coalition. The episode of the 
“ Hundred Days,” occurring while the Congress of Vienna was 
laying the foundations of the new Europe, proved the necessity 
of the prolongation of that union. Hence, there appeared the 
“ Concert of Powers,” which for the next few years is the central 
fact in the international affairs of Europe. In the eyes of the 
victorious monarchs there were two dangers menacing the system 
they were resolved to restore : ' France as a military powerY' and 
“ French ideas,” the ideas of the Revolution, of the rights of 
peoples and individuals which, operating upon the masses of the 
different states, might lead them to attempt to remold the dif- 
ferent governments along French lines. Against the first danger 
ample precautions had been taken. France was now surrounded 
by a ring of states sufficiently strong in a military sense to hold 
her in check temporarily, and to prevent any such invasions of 
the French as had occurred during the previous years. Moreover, 
many of her frontier fortresses had been taken from her, leaving 
weak spots in her line of defense, particularly toward Germany. 
Slie Had also been forced to consent to the occupation of her 
territory for several years by a large army under the command 
of the powers that had just humbled her. As if this were not 
enough, she was herself to })ay for the support of those troops, 
and also to pay a large indemnity. It was believed that all 
this would be sufficient to compel her to keep the peace, that she 
would have domestic problems severe and exacting enough to 
absorb her entire attention. 

The control or extinction of the so-called “ French ideas ” was 
a more j^a^ling and subtle problem, but one which the Allies felt 
it necessary to attack. For this purpose they, Russia, Prussia^ 
Austria, and, England, signed a Treaty of Alliance on Novem- 
ber 20, 1815, engaging to employ all their means to pre%'ent the 
general tranquillity from being again disturbed, binding them- 
selves “ to maintain in full vigor, and should it be necessary, 
with the whole of their forces,” the permanent exclusion of 
Napoleon and his family from the throne of France, promising', 
to concert necessary measures “ in case the same Revolutionary \ 
Principles, which upheld the last criminal usurpation,” should ■ 
again, “ under other forms, convulse France.” Expressing them- ! 
•selves as •“ uniformly disposed to adopt every salutary niea.sure 
calculated to secure the trun(juillity of Europe by maintaining 
the order of things re-established in France,” they agreed, in 
order “ to consolidate the connections, which at the present 
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moment so closely unite the four Sovereigns for the happiness 
of the world,” to renew tlieir meetings “ at fixed periods, either 
under the immediate auspices of the sovereigns themselves or by 
their respective ministers, for the purpose of consulting upon 
their interests, or for the consideration of the measures which, 
at each of these periods, shall be considered the most salutary 
for the repose and prosperity of Nations and for the main- 
tenance of the Peace of Europe.” ^ 

' This was virtually an assertion that the four Great Powers 
would henceforth control Europe in the interests of the ideas 
they represented. The Alliance whose object had been to over- 
throw Napoleon, was to be projected into the time of peace. 
There was thus started that series of congresses which, for the 
next eight years, exercised a rigid inquisition into the political 
movements of Europe, and a pitiless repression of such as ap- 
peared dangerous. This alliance was contracted with a view 
particularly to keeping France harmless* The important provi- 
sion is that concerning future congresses, and it was the manipu- 
lation of these congresses in the interest of reaction, the conver- 
sion of this alliance into an engine of universal repression, largely 
by the adroit diplomacy of Metternich, tliat made the three 
powers which consistently co-operated, and had first signed the 
Treaty of the Holy Alliance, Russia, Prussia, and Austria, so 
odious to the Liberals of the Continent. In 1815 this Quadruple 
Alliance appeared as a warning only to France, but the first 
congress held under the agreement disclosed a compact union 
of the three eastern states against the spirit of reform every- 
where. England’s policy rapidly diverged, as we shall see, from 
that of her allies. 

The fate of Europe in the period after 1815 was largely con- 
trolled by the powers that had thus proclaimed the principles of 
the Christian religion their favorite rule of conduct, yet the 
probable character of their policy could be more accurately fore- 
told by a study of the character of their rulers rather than of 
the biblical principles to which they were amiably inclined to 
append their signatures. Each was an absolute monarch, recog- 
nizing no trammels upon his power, save such as he himself might 
be willing to concede. To each the fundamental idea of the 
Revolution, the sovereignty of the pooy)le, was incomprehensible 
and loathsome. Eacli had suffered repeatedly and grievously 
from tliat Revolution. Each w^as sure to be its enemv, should 

« Quotations are from Treaty of Alliance and Friendship. Signed Paris, 
November 20, 1815. Hertslet, Map of Europe hi/ Trmti/, I, 372-375. 
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it break forth again. Yet there were variations. The Emperor 
of Russia, Alexander I, appeared, in 1816, the most powerful 
monarch of Europe. Young, imaginative, impressionable, he had 
received in his early education a tincture of western liberalism 
wliich, in the years immediately after Waterloo, seemed likely 
to deepen. This at first made Metternich regard him as little 
loss tlian a Jacobin, all the more dangerous because crowned. 
Yet he was known as changeable, as egoistic, as influenced by 
fear. Frederick William III, King of Prussia, slow, timid, con- 
ceiving government in a parental, patriarchal sense, was a weak 
ruler, but a ruler whose views were those of the eighteenth cen- 
tury, who did not see the change that had come over the world, 
who was disposed to plod along contentedly in the traditional 
path of the absolute Prussian monarchy, distrusting innovations, 
deferential toward Austria. The other member of the Holy 
Alliance was Francis I, of Austria, the most narrow-minded, 
illiberal of the three. He, too, had learned nothing from the 
suggestive vicissitudes of his career. His mind was common- 
place, barren, even mean. The spirit of his rule is mirrored in 
certafn well-known utterances : “ The whole world is mad and 
wants new constitutions.” “ Keep yourselves,” he said to a group 
of professors in 1821, “to what is old, for that is good; if our 
ancestors have proved it to be good why should not we do as 
they did.'* New ideas are now coming forward of which I do 
not nor ever shall approve. Mistrust these ideas and keep to the 
positive, I have no need of learned men. I want faithful sub- 
jects. Be such; that is your duty. He who would serve me 
must do wliat I command. He who cannot do this, or who comes 
full of new ideas, may go his way. If he does not I shall send 
him.” ' 

Though Francis I was a commonplace character he possessed 
in his chief minister, JPrince Metternich, a man far out of the 
ordinary, a man who appeared to the generation that lived be- 
tween 1816 and 1848 as the most commanding personality of 
FiUrope, whose importance is shown by the phrases, “ era of 
Metternich,” “ system of Metternich.” He was the central figure 
not only in Austrian and German politics, but in European 
diplomacy, dominating his age as Napoleon had dominated his, 
though by a very different process. Metternich was the most 
famous statesman Austria produced in the nineteenth century. 
A man of high rank, wealthy, polished, he was The prince of 
(lifdomatists “ without a peer in his age or in his style,” says a 
I rench historian and critic, “ who deserved to govern Europe 
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as long as Europe deserved to be governed by diplomacy. In 
this respect everything about him is interesting .... Metternich 
remains by exterior grace, by the excellence of tone, the perfec- 
tion of attitutic, and the subtle knowledge of the proprieties, an 
.incomparable master. The great comedy of the world, the higl» 
.intriguing of the European stag«‘, has never had so fertile an 
'author, an actor so consinuniate.” ’ . 

Metternich’s reputation was based on his long and tortuous 
diplomatic duel with Napoleon. Claiming to have correctly read 
that bewildering personality from his earliest observation of 
him, and to have lured him slowly yet inevitably to his doom by 
playing skilfully upon his weaknesses, Metternich considered 
himself the conqueror of the conqueror. An achievement so 
notable imposed upon many, nor did Metternich do aught to dim 
the brilliancy of the exploit. His imperturbability, his prescience, 
his diplomatic dexterity w’ere everywhere praised. He came to 
be considered the one great oracle, whose evex’y word was full 
of meaning, if only you could get it. Diplomats bowed like 
acolytes before this master of their craft, and rulers also made 
their obeisance, though somewhat more slowly, as obviously be- 
fitted those who ruled by nothing less than divine right. A 
few years after 1815, Alexander I, of Russia, whose liberal 
■ vagaries had sorely tried this infallible high priest, made his 
penance. “ You are not altered,” he said. “ I am. You have 
nothing to regret, but I have.” 

Metternich played this lofty role with becoming gravity and 
grandeur. His cynicism, so corroding for his contemporaries, 
never turned upon himself. Humility is hardly a proper weak- 
.ness for a primate. No adulation could equal his own self- 
appreciation. He speaks of himself as being born “ to 'prop up 
the decaying structure of European society. He feels the 
world resting on his shoulders. “ My position has this pe- 
culiarity,” he says, “ that all eyes, all expectations are directed 
to precisely that point where I happen to be.” He asks the 
question : “ Why, among so many million men, must I be the 
one to think when others do not think, to act when others do 
not act, and to write because others know not how.” Traveling 
in Italy in 1817, he records : “ My presence in Italy produces 
an incalculable effect.” Traveling in Germany in 1818, he notes: 
“ I came to Frankfort like the Messiah.” Elsewhere” he says : 
“ Happy is he who can say of himself that he has never strayed 


1 Sorel, Esmis d^IIistoire et de Critique, 21-22. 
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from the path of eternal law. Such testimony, my conscience 
cannot refuse me.” His assurance stood the test of all experience. 
Even in 1848, after the revolutions of Italy and Germany, the 
abdication of his emperor, and his own overthrow and flight to 
London, he said : My mind has never entertained error.” 

As an historical figure Metternich’s importance consists in his 
execration of the French Revolution. His life-long role was that 
of incessant, lynx-eyed opposition to everything comprehended 
in the word. He lavished upon it a wealth of metaphorical de- 
nunciation. It was “ the disease which must be cured, the volcano 
which must be extinguished, the gangrene which must be burned 
out with the hot iron, the hydra with jaws open to swallow up 
the social order.” He had a horror of parliaments and repre- 
sentative regimes. “ France and England,” he said, “ may be 
considered as countries without a government.” He defined him- 
self as the man of the status quo. His was a doctrine of pure im- 
mobility. The new ideas ought never to liave come into the world, 
but the past could not be helped. Prevention of their further 
spread was, he felt, the imperative requirement of European 
politics. He was the minister of European conservatism. His 
strength lay in the fact that repose was tlie passionate desire of 
the men of 1815. Nothing seemed more fearful to Europe than a 
recurrence of war. Only it was safe to say tliat a Europe, in- 
vigorated, electrified as this had been, however exliausted, how- 
ever desirous of rest for the time being, would not be willing to be 
forever quiescent. The ideal of immobility as a permanent thing 
is the paralysis of thought. Metternich failed in the end, though 
for a while Europe was blinded by his success, because, while 
he could imprison revolutionists, he could not imprison ideas. 
He failed to undei\stand the impalpable forces of his age. • 

Considering the work of the Congress of Vienna as largely 
his, his concrete task was, henceforth, to consolidate that work, 
to repel all attacks upon it. He saw only one side of the Revo- 
lution, the destructive. The constructive side he never under- 
stood. This, however, was for the future the more important. 
A comprehension of it was most essential for a statesman who 
felt the world resting on his shoulders. 

How' Metternich worked out his system will be seen in succeed- 
ing chapters. His lever was Austria. Austria’s legal rights 
and commanding authority in Germany and Italy, and his own’ 
remarkable powers of persuasion, suggestion, and intimidationl 
were the instruments used in the erection of the international 
fabric which took its name from him. 



CHAPTER II 


REACTION IN AUSTRIA AND GERMANY 

AiTSTiirA emerged from the Napoleonic wars stronger, larger, 
and more populous than ever. She had been repeatedly sliattered, 
her boundaries repeatedly redefined during the last twenty years, 
yet the result was favorable. She had relinquished her posses- 
sions in the Netherlands (modern Belgium) and some of her 
southwest German lands, but had been indemnified by lands in 
Germany and Italy, wliich were contiguous and more advan- 
tageous. At the very moment that her great German rival, 
Prussia, was becoming more straggling and loosely extended, 
Austria was attaining a territorial compactness she had never 
known. Planted firmly upon the Alps and the Carpathians, and 
with an extensive coast line along the Adriatic, she was admirably 
situated for an assertive role in European politics. 

The Austrian Empire, however, presented to the eye certain 
peculiarities, offered by no other state in Europe, a knowledge 
of which is essential to an understanding of her history in the 
nineteenth century. The empire was conspicuously lacking in 
unity, political, racial, or social. It was not a single nation 
like Prance but was composed of many nations. To the west 
were the Austrian duchies, chiefly German, the ancient posses- 
sions of the House of Hapsburg; to the north BoKemia, an 
ancient kingdom acquired by the Hapsburgs in 1526; to the 
east the Kingdom of Hungary, occupying the immense plain of 
tlie middle Danube; to tlie south the Kingdom of Lombardy- 
Venctia, purely Italian. None of these even was a unit but each 
was composed of several parts. Bohemia included, beside Bohemia 
proper, Moravia and Silesia ; Hungary included far to the east 
the principality of Transylvania, and to the southwest the king- 
dom of Croatia. Many of these constituent elements preserved 
special privileges, thus rendering the government confused and 
unequal. 

More important still was the fact that this empire was in- 
/ habited by many peoples which diflFered greatly in origin, in 
I language, in history, in customs and institutions. At best these 
racial and linguistic differences rendered difficult, if not impos- 
ts 
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sible, the growth of a national consciousness, a common pa- 
triotism; at the worst they might become mutually antagonistic 
and tend to disrupt the empire. The two leading races were the 
Germans, forming the body of the population in the Austrian 
duchies, and the Magyars, originally an Asiatic folk, encamped 
in the Danube valley since the ninth century, and forming the 
dominant people in Hungary. Yet also in the eastern part of 
Hungary were Roumanians, reputed descendants of early Roman 
colonists and speaking a language of Latin origin, and there 
were Slavic peoples north and south of the Germans and Magyars 
in both Austria and Hungary. In this medley of states, races, 
and languages there lay numberless possible causes of division 
and contention. They had almost nothing in common save alle- 
giance to the emperor and, for most of them, to the Roman 
Catholic Church. If the desire for a separate national life 
should spring up among these various peoples, the Empire might 
be disrupted, would at any rate be transformed. In 1815, how- 
ever, there was not the rivalry in nationality and language that 
later .became so acute. 

This emj)ire was not a German empire, though it had the ap- 
pearance of so being. The Germans were the most influential 
element, the ruling house was German, Vienna, the capital, was 
a German city, the German language was used for official inter-: 
course. An attempt had been made in the eighteenth century, 
under Joseph II, thoroughly to Germanize tlic empire, but it 
had completely and quickly failed and it was not likely to be 
made again in the nineteenth century, as the balance between 
the German and the non-German elements had been altered since, 
considerktxly in favor of the latter. The Germans were in a 
decided numerical minority, but by reason of their greater wealth, 
intelligence, and general advancement they remained the leading 
element in the state. But the nineteenth century was to sec their 
leadership contested and gradually weakened by the rise of strong 
national and race movements in Hungary and Bohemia. The 
Slavs formed the majority of the population of the entire empire, 
but they were not homogeneous, were geographically scattered, 
were in civilization inferior, and were for the time quiescent. 

To rule so conglomerate a realm of twenty-eight or twenty- 
nine million peojile was a task of great difficulty. This was 
the first problem of Francis I (1792—1835) and Metternich. 
Their policy in the main was to keep things as they were. To 
innovate was to enter a lane that might know no turning. They 
made no attempt to reform the government. They allowed the 
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various parts of the political machine to continue, lacking as 
it was in symmetry and in efficiency. This machinery was both 
chaotic and unscientific. There was no central, coherent cabinet, 
or group of ministers. There were, of course, various depart- 
ments, but some had jurisdiction over the whole empire, some 
only over parts. In any case the boundaries were not carefully 
defined. Government was exceedingly slow, cumbrous, disjointed, 
inefficient. 

Austria was now the classic land of the old regime. Her 
boundaries had been repeatedly changed at the hands of Napo- 
leon, but the internal structure of the state and of society had 
remained unaltered. The people were sharply divided into 
classes, each resting on a different legal basis. Of these the 
nobility occupied a highly privileged position. They enjoyed 
freedom from compulsory military service, large exemptions from 
taxation, a practical monopoly of the best offices in the state. 
They possessed a large part of the land, from which in many 
cases they drew enormous revenues. Upon their estates they 
exercised many of the same feudal rights as had their ancestors, 
such as those of the police power and of administering justice 
through their own courts. They exacted the corvee and other 
services from the peasants. The condition of the peasants, in- 
deed, who formed the immense mass of the population, was de- 
plorable. It has been stated that in Bohemia, for instance, they 
owed half of their time and two-thirds of their crops to the lords, 
and in certain parts it was not uncommon for human beings 
and cattle to be sheltered by the same roof. The peasants had 
indeed been refused the riglit to purchase release from their 
heaviest burdens. These were the two classes into which**Austrian 
society was divided, for the bourgeoisie, or middle class, was only 
slightly developed and of little importance. Industry was in a 
backward state, hampered at every point by official regulations. 

There were throughout the empire various local bodies called 
estates, which, however, constituted no real check upon the abso- 
lutism of the central government. They in no sense constituted 
local self-government. They were comj)osed almost entirely of 
nobles, and their powers were slight. Their sessions were brief, 
perfunctory, and furnished no political training. Hungary occu- 
pied a somewhat special position. She had a centra^ Diet or 
\ parliament and long-established county governments. They, 
however, were no great barrier to the working of the central 
government, which, indeed, for thirteen years, from 1812 to 1825, 
refused in spite of the law to call the Diet together. Moreover, 
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these Hungarian assemblies did not represent the Hungarian 
people but merely the privileged classes. Absolutism in govern-| 
ment, feudalism in society, special privileges for the favored fewl 
oppression and misery for the masses, such was the condition ofl 
Austria in 1815. 

It was the fixed purpose of the Government to maintain things 
as they were and it succeeded largely for thirty-three years, 
during the reign of Francis I, till 1835, and of his successor, 
Ferdinand I (1835-48). During all this period Metternich was 
the chief minister, the accomplished and resourceful representa- 
tive of the status quo. His system, at war with human nature, 
at war with the modern spirit, rested upon a meddlesome and 
ubiquitous police, upon elaborate espionage, upon a vigilant cen- 
sorship of ideas. The head of this department boasted that he 
liad “ perfected ” the system of Fouche, an achievement similar 
to that of painting the lily. Censorship was applied to theaters, 
newspapers, books. The frontiers were guarded that foreign 
books of a liberal character might not slip in to corrupt. Po- 
litical science and history practically disappeared as serious 
studies. Spies were everywhere, in government offices, in places 
of amusement, in educational institutions. Particularly did thiss 
Government fear the universities, because it feared ideas. Pro-j 
lessors and students were subjected to humiliating regulations^' 
Spies attended lectures. The Government insisted on having a 
complete list of the books that each professor took out of the uni-: 
versity library. Text-books were prescribed. Foreign scholars 
might not be appointed to professional positions, nor even be- 
come tutors in private families. Students might not study in 
foreign iffiiversities, nor might they have societies of their own. 
tA clerical inquisition was added to that of the police. Students 
•must attend church and go to confession at stated times. Con- 
'•fession papers were required at all examinations. Confession 
became a regular business for poor students, who sold their 
papers to comrades needing them on such occasions. As exami- 
jiation periods approached such papers rose and fell according 
to supply and demand, like stocks and bonds. Obviously, under 
a system where there was no freedom of teaching or of learning, 
science withered. It was accordingly perfectly appropriate for 
a friend, of Metternich to congratulate him on the entire ex- 
clusion of the scientific spirit from the universities of Austria. 
Austrians might not travel to foreign countries without the 
permission of the Government, which was rarely given. Austria 
was sealed as nearly hermetically as possible against the liberal 
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thought of Europe. Intellectual stagnation was the price paid. 
A system like this needed careful bolstering at every moment 
and at every point. The best protection for the Austrian system i 
was to extend it to other countries. Having firmly established 
;it at home, Metternich labored with great skill and temporary 
^success to apply it in surrounding countries, in Germany through 
the Diet and tlie state governments, in Italy through inter- 
ventions and treaties, binding Italian states not to follow policies 
'Opposed to the Austrian, and in general by bringing about a 
close accord of the Great Powers on this illiberal basis. 

We shall now trace the application of this conception of 
government in other countries. This will serve among other 
things to show’ the dominant position of the Danubian empire 
in Europe from 1815 to 1848. Vienna, the seat of rigid con- 
servatism, W’as now the center of European affairs, as Paris, the 
home of revolution, had been for so long. 

GERMANY 

One of the most remarkable changes of the nineteenth century 
was the transformation of Germany, from a loose and ineffi- 
cient federation into an im 2 )osing, powerful empire. Germany, 
like Italy, was long a geographical expression rather than a 
nation. The map of Germany was for centuries the wonder of 
the world. It was a tangle of lilliputian and irrational states, 
many of tliern archeological curiosities.” Since the outbreak of 
the Revolutionary Wars tliese had disappeared in large numbers, 
greedily absorbed by their more powerful neighbors. Thus the 
knights of the empire, tlie ecclesiastical states, and nearly all 
the free cities, had disappeared, so that between 1798'*Vi'nd 1815 
the number of German states had decreased to less than forty. 
This work of simplification had been largely furthered by the 
spirit of aggrandizement of the Gorman princes themselves, wdio 
were anxious to increase their dominions, no matter by what 
means, and who eagerly co-operated with Napoleon, the pur- 
pose of whose manipulations was not the welfare of Germany, 
The German states of 1815 were of all shapes and sizes and of< 
various denominations. There w’erc free cities, electorates, mar-i 
gravates, duchies, grand duchies, and five kingdoms, Prussia, - 
Hanover, Saxony, Wiirtemberg, and Bavaria. The last three 
had been raised to regal rank by the all-powerful Napoleon, and 
at his fall it was found impossible to reduce to duchies again 
what he had so greatly exalted. ^ 

Down to 1806 the German states had been bound together in 
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a loose union called tlie Holy Roman Empire, about whicli 
clustered the brilliant, but diaphanous, unsubstantial memories 
of centuries. That had been succeeded from 1806 to 181d by 
the Confederation of the Rhine, a creation and instrument of 
Napoleon, which included ultimately nearly all Germany except 
the two great states, Prussia and Austria. This confederation 
fell with its creator, and the question of the future organization 
was one much discussed at tlie Congress of Vienna and settled 
there, not by the restoration of the Holy Roman Empire, wliich 
many advocated, but by the erection of the so-called German 
Confederation, composed of thirty-eight states.^ The central 
organ of tlie government was to be a Diet, meeting at Frankfort. 
This was to consist not at all of representatives clioscn by the 
people, but of delegates appointed by the diflerent sovereigns 
and serving during their pleasure. They were to be not deputies 
empow ered to decide questions, but simply diptematic representa- 
tives, voting as their princes might direct. Austria was always 
to have the presidency of this body. The method of procedure 
within tlie Diet was complicated and exceedingly cumbrous. It 
sat sometimes as an Ordinary Assembly, sometimes as a General 
Assembly or Plenum. The difference was mainly in the char- 
acter of the business transacted and in the metliod of voting. In 
the former only ordinary business was considered and matters 
were decided by a majority vote. Each of the eleven large states 
had one vote, wdiile the remaining states were divided into six 
groups, called curia*, eacli group liaving a single vote. There 
were thus seventeen votes in all. In the Plenum w’^crc considered 
all questions of greater importance. Here a two-thirds vote 
was nec^^^ary for a decision. The total number of votes was 
sixty-nine, divided among the different states. Austria, Prussia, 
Saxony, Bavaria, Hanover, and Wiirtemberg, had four each, 
others three, two, and each state had at least one. The dis- 
tribution w^as grossly unfair if it was intended to show" the rela- 
tive importance of the several states. Prussia and Austria, 
great European powers, had no more weight than Saxony, a 
small state, and only four times as much as Liechtenstein, a 
state of a few thousand inhabitants. Thus it came about that 
the seven larger states, having five-sixths of the population of 
Germany^, could be outvoted decisively by the smaller states 
representing one-sixth. 

1 Made 39 by the admission of Ilesse-Homburg in 1817, remaining such 
only until 1825, when the line of Saxe-Clotha died out. Reduced by sub- 
sequent extinction of other houses to 33 before Its dissolution in 1866. 
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The Congress of Vienna, having thus created an assembly, did 
not proceed to define its powers. The jurisdiction of the Diet 
was left to be decided by the Diet itself. It was decided that 
the first business of the Diet should be the framing of the 
fundamental laws of the confederation and the establishment 
of the organic institutions. This might seem to be unduly elastic 
and to be giving to tlie assembly an opportunity to claim the 
largest powers for itself. But this was not to be feared, as in 
the adoption and in the change of any fundamental law, a 
unanimous vote was required, and all tlie delegates were de- 
pendent upon home governments which were averse to a strong 
union and which had now the absolute power to prevent the rise 
of one. 

This Federal Act did not create a fatherland. There was 
no king or emperor of Germany. There was no German flag. 
No one was, properly speaking, a German citizen. He was a 
Prussian, or Austrian, or Bavarian citizen, as the case might 
be. The federal government had no diplomatic representatives 
in the other countries of Europe, but each state had, or could 
have, its own diplomatic corps. The German as German had 
no legal standing abroad, — only as a citizen of a separate 
state that might, but generally did not, command respect. Each 
state had the right to make alliances of every kind with the 
others or with non-German states. The only serious obligation 
they assumed tow'^ard each other was tliat they should enter into 
no engagement that should be directed against the safety of 
the Confederation or that of any individual state within the 
union; that they sliould not make war upon each other upon any 
pretext, but should submit their contentions to the Diet..; that if 
the Confederation should declare war, all the states should sup- 
port it, and that none should negotiate separately with the 
enemy or alone make peace. 

Such was the constitution given to Germany by the Congress 
of Vienna. It created a government in w^liich obstruction was 
easy, positive action very difficult. Each state possessed powers 
of delaying decisions of the Diet interminably, even, in many 
cases, of rendering tliein impossible. Moreover this government, 
weak as it was, was not even purely German. Three rulers 
of foreign states were members of it and could influence its de- 
liberations, particularly in those cases where an individual veto 
would prove decisive, that is, in all the most fundamental and 
organic matters. The king of England was represented for 
Hanover, a possession of the English royal family; the king of 
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Denmark for Holstein, the king of the Netherlands for Luxem- 
burg. Prussia and Austria too might be influenced to look upon 
the Confederation in the light of their international position and 
interests, Austria particularly, as only one-third of the Austrian 
I^mpire was within the bounds of the Confederation. The other 
two-thirds, mainly non-German, were not included, yet their 
interests might dictate the policy of the Austrian delegates. 
Thus Hungarians, Poles, and Italians might indirectly influence 
the determination of purely German questions in the German 
Diet. The international rather than national character of this 
Confederation was further manifested in the fact that the chief 
articles of the Federal Act establishing it were inserted in the 
Final Act of the Congress of Vienna, and as such were under 
tile collective guaranty of the powers and therefore presumably: 
uot to be altered without their consent. 

It is clear that a Germany so organized was not a nation but 
only a loose confederation of states expressly declared to be 
independent and sovereign, a confederation designed simply for 
mutual protection, and poorly adapted even for that. ‘‘ Judged 
by the requirements of a practical political organization,’^ says 
von Sybel, “ this German Act of Confederation, produced with 
so much effort, possessed about all the faults that can render 
a constitution utterly useless.” He adds that it was received 
by the German nation at large, partly with cold indifference, and 
partly with patriotic indignation.” 

This indignation was vehemently felt by the Liberals, who, 
under the influence of the tremendous struggles with Napoleon, 
had come passionately to demand a close and firm union of all 
Germans Jbhat thus they might realize in their institutions and 
in the face of all tlie world tlie greatness wliich they felt was in 
them. Tl\e exaltation of the final struggle with Napoleon had 
only heightened the demand of the more progressive spirits for 
national unity, that thus Germany might never henceforth be 
subjected to the humiliations of the past at the hands of 
foreigners. This longing for unity and strength, which in the 
‘patriotic atmosphere of the late wars had seemed so near real- 
ization, was now seen to be a hope deferred. German unity w^s, 
according to Metternich, an “infj^ous object,” and the views 
of the diplomats at Vienna were more those of Metternich than' 
of the Liberals. The latter were indignant at what they called' 
the great deception of Vienna, and their bitterness was to be a . 
factor in the later development of Germany. 

That they were from the very force of circumstances, the 
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very nature of existing conditions, inevitably destined to dis- 
appointment we can see more clearly than did they, swept along 
as they were by the strong patriotic current of the hour, little 
appreciating the bewildering, baffling complexity of tlieir prob- 
lem. Tlie object they aimed at w'as one of supreme difficulty. 
German unity was not simply a matter of sentiment, however 
fine and just:, but was a hard, practical question only to be 
answered, if at all, by ripe political sense and wisdom. It 
involved tlie adjustment of many conflicting and perhaps irrec- 
oncilable interests. Traditions, centuries old, must be over- 
come. iMere inertia was a powerful obstacle. And another was 
tlie fact that the future of Germany was not left for the Germans 
to work out alone. It was a part of the work of the Congress 
of Vienna, of tlie general settlement of Europe. This brought 
it about that the Act of Federation was hastily framed and that, 
too, partially by powers careless of German interests or hostile 
to thein. It was no desire of neighboring states to have a strong 
and united Germany. But the main obstacle lay in one of the 
oldest, most persistent facts of German political life and liistory, 
the strong states-rights or particularist feeling. No effective 
union could be established unless the various members would 
surrender some of their authority. Not one of the German 
princes was willing to pay the ])rice. Austria, more non-German 
than German, could not for that very reason hope to be the 
supreme powder in a really united Germany, therefore' she favored 
a loose union w herein she might, by playing upon rival passions, 
enjoy a lesser leadership. Prussia could not be given the leader- 
ship in a new^ empire, as Austria would not consent and the 
lesser states would be alarmed. Obviously, none of l^e smaller 
states could ho})e to exercise a power they would not grant to 
cither of the greater. Moreover, they believed tliat any sacri- 
fice of sovereignty would only leave them ex})osed to the aggran- 
dizing passions of the great. At first these lesser states, indeed, 
^wished to be entirely independent, to have no union at all, even 
that of a loose confederation. The conclusive argument against 
this was that Germany must at least be strong enough so that 
no second series of events like that of the Napoleonic invasions 
and conquests should again occur. 

. Thus it is seen that the radical e^l of the German situation 
5iwas the particularism or excessive individualism of the states. 
This was nothing new, but had been for centuries the most 
powerful fact. This feeling was now even more pronounced 
than ever, * for the reason that the lesser states had latterly 
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grown stronger by their absorption of their neighbors in tlie 
period just elapsed. National unity had been wrecked by it. 
It could only be restored, says Sybel, by tlie furtlier extreme 
development of this spirit — till one state should become so large 
that it would overshadow all the rest and force them to recognize 
its ascendency - — then the selfishness of one would end in the 
unity of all. Now the unity of England and France had been 
brought about in precisely this way, by the absorption by one 
state of all its rivals, but the outcome of German evolution had 
been peculiar, in that it had seen the rise of two great powers, 
not one, Prussia and Austria, neither able to conquer or push 
the otlier aside, and each most jealous of any increase of the 
otlier’s power. Such was the play of ambition and interest, 
baffling the ingenuity and ability of those who desired a real 
and fruitful union of all Germans. A Prussian field-marshal, 
Clausewitz. wrote about this time: ‘‘Germany can achieve po-' 
litical unity only in one way, by the sword; by one of its states! 
subjugating all the others,” a thought put later into a more 
resounding phrase by Bismarck, and expressing approximately 
the method by which unity was finally achieved. But so hard a 
doctrine lay beyond the range of understanding of the early 
nineteenth century. 

The Liberals of Germany, eager for national unity, thus 
suffered a severe defeat at Vienna. They were given a confedera- 
tion, looser than that of the Holy Roman Empire, and with 
none of the glory and lustre of the latter, a union only nominal, 
inefficient, and prosaic, containing no vital force. The Liberals 
MTre also eager for reforms within the states, for constitutional 
governmejjt, for parliaments with real powers, for the end of 
absolutism. Here again they were disappointed. They had 
hoped to get a mandatory provision in the Federal Act estab- 
lishing representative legislatures in each one of the states of 
Germany. In appealing to his peo})le to rally around him in 
the war against Napoleon, the King of Prussia had very recentl}?^ 
promised his people a constitution and had urged at the Congress 
t)f Vienna that the Federal Act should require every member of 
the Confederation to grant a representative constitution to his 
subjects within a year, Metternich, even more opposed to free 
political institutions than to a strong central government, suc- 
ceeded iit thwarting the reformers at this point also, by having 
this explict and mandatory declaration made vague and lifeless. 
Thus the famous Article XIII of the Federal Act was made to 
read; “A constitution based upon the system of estates will 
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be established in all the states of the union.” Tlie character of 
the new constitutions was not sketched; and the time limit was 
omitted. A journalist was justified in saying tliat all that was- 
guaranteed to the German people was an unlimited right of^ 
expectation.” Tlie future was to show the vanity even of ex- 
pectation, the hollowness of even so mild a promise. The Liberals 
had desired something more substantial than liope. Austria 
and Prussia, the two leading states, governing the great mass 
of the German people, never executed this provision. Nor did 
many of the smaller states. 

Germany, then, in 1815, consisted of thirty-eigljt loosely con- 
nected states. Some of these were very large, some exceedingly 
small. Prussia and Austria ranked with the greatest powers 
of Europe. Some of them were old, had their individual history, 
traditions, and prestige. Others were new, or had recently under- 
gone such sweeping changes as to be practically new. Their 
future was highly problematical. Their boundaries were inter- 
twined and complicated. Some were what are called enclaves, 
that is, were entirely surrounded by another state, having no 
egress to the outside world save through the neiglibor’s terri- 
tory. Economic life could not flourish owing to the tariffs and? 
change of coinage that met merchant and trader at every border,! 
and owing also to the wretched means of communication and 
transportation. These states presented many varieties of govern- 
ments. There were some wJiere absolutism prevailed, where the 
prince was the law^-giver, the executor, and tlie judge, ruling 
without the aid of any assembly, without outside restraints. 
Such were the two greatest, Austria and Prussia, and such were 
several of the smaller. There w^ere others where the prince was 
assisted in his work by assemblies, bodies which the people had 
no right to claim, but which the ruler in his condescension saw 
fit to call about him, in no sense popular bodies, chosen by the 
people, but composed mainly of nobles. These exercised little 
control over the acts of the prince, but were at least in a posi- 
tion to present grievances. Most of the states of Germany, as 
Hanover, Mecklenburg, and Saxony, were of this kind. There 
were other states where the prince granted a written constitu- 
tion, somewhat after the French model, providing for an elective 
assembly to which was given some power over the government’s 
proposals for taxes and laws. Such an assembly w^ts not to 
control the Government, as did the English Parliament, by 
forcing the ruler to choose his ministers from persons satis- 
factory to it. The prince was the government in every instance 
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but lie preferred to ask tlie co-operation of his people up to a 
certain point, and he granted them rights, such as freedom of 
the press and of speech, which were coming to be more and more 
demanded by Europeans generally. Saxe-Weimar was the most 
prominent* state of this class. Its prince received the sincere 
laudation of the Liberals and the sincere aversion of Metternich. 

In none of these systems was the principle of popular sove- 
reignty recognized. Germany was thorouglily monarcliical. The 
only question was whether monarchy should undergo a change 
of nature more or less extensive, or should assert its old preroga- 
tives in all their fulness. After the disappointments of the 
Vienna Congress the Liberals of Germany pinned their hope to 
the increase of states of the Saxe-Weimar class. It was clear 
that Germans were not to have unity. Might they not have 
political and civil liberty? There seemed some ground for 
, optimism. Constitutions were granted in tlie states of southern 
•Germany in the next few years, in Bavaria and Baden in 1818, 
•in Wiirtemberg in 1819, and in Hesse-Darmstadt in 1820. It . 
matters not whether the princes granted these for selfish reasons 
in order to gain popular support for a struggle which they felt 
was imminent with their more powerful colleagues, Prussia and 
Austria, for the advantage to their people remained the same. 

But it soon became evident after 1815 that while there were 
signs of progress there were more signs of a menacing reaction. 
Austria having set her house in order, having put a Chinese wall 
about her empire, marked innovation in the neighboring lands 
for special hostility when the favorable moment sliould arrive. 
Metternich’s programme was stated in one of his confidential 
reports tq,his Emperor: We must lead Germany to adopt ouf; 
principles witliout our appearing to impose those principles upon 
her.” This could not be done abruptly and harshly. Two 
personages Avere too powerful to be treated summarily, Alex- 
ander I of Russia and Frederick William III of Prussia. The 
former was in 1815 nothing less than a Jacobin” in Metter- 
nich’s opinion, as he was himself granting a constitution to 
Poland and favoring constitutionalism in Germany and Italy 
and elsew^here. Reaction could not be successful unless he should 
come to see the error of his ways. The King of Prussia had 
promised a constitution to his country as explicitly as a man 
could. Metternich was pre-eminently a man who knew how to 
bide his time, and who knew how, when the proper moment 
arrived, to strike hard. His time was not long in coming. 
Frederick William III was both procrastinating and timid. 
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Moreover, the reactionary party shortly after 1815 won 
ascendency at his court. Two years went by before he ap- 
pointed the special committee to undertake the preparation of 
the promised constitution. Its report after a long and slow in- 
vestigation was unfavorable to the project, which was finally 
allowed to drop. The Prussian Government slipped back easily 
into the old familiar autocratic grooves. Accordi^^g to Metter- 
nich tlie king’s chief mental trait was “ the repressive,” and this 
gradually reasserted itself. More important was the change 
in Alexander I, wlio by 1818, for reasons that are somewhat 
obscure, had gone over to conservatism. With the rulers of 
Russia and Prussia in this state of mind Mettcrnich’s course was 
made easy. He was able to use certain current events to render 
himself incontestably the dominant personality in P]urope, and 
to secure the prevalence of the Austrian principles of government 
far beyond the confines of Austria itself. 

The years immediately succeeding 1815 w^ere years of rest- 
lessness and uncertainty. The German Liberals were, as we 
have seen, indignant at the great deception” of Vienna. But 
they hoped that at least the various states of Germany might 
be reformed along constitutional lines. Article XIII of the 
Federal Act rendered tliis possible, though it did not, to their 
great regret, ensure it. Here again was hope deferred, for as 
the years went by the signs that little had been gained in the 
direction of larger liberty multiplied. Only a few states entered 
the new path. The large ones stood aloof, and in many of the 
small ones the old regime was restored in its entirety by the 
returning princes and with a lamentable lack of humor. The 
disappointment of Liberals was intense, their criticism trenchant. 
The chief seat of disaffection was found in the universities and 
in newspapers edited by university men. As the subjection of 
these centers of agitation was to be the main object of Mctter- 
nich’s German policy, it is well to describe their activity. 

The students of Jena had during the Napoleonic wars founded 
a society called tlie Burschenschaft, whose purpose was the in- 
culcation of an intense national patriotism, the constant exalta- 
tion of the ideal of a common fatlierland. Societies were nothing 
new in German universities, but the previous ones, the Corps, 
had included in their membership only those coming from the 
same state or province. They thus preserved that' sense of 
localism wdiich was the bane of German life. The Burschenschaft 
was based on the opposite principle of membership derived from 
all the different states, thus ignoring local lines, and teaching 
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a larger duty, a larger devotion, a larger idea of association. 
Glowing patriotism was the characteristic of the new organiza- 
tion. it soon succeeded in establishing chapters in sixteen uni- 
versities. It was decided to hold a meeting of representatives of 
all the chapters and to give it the character of a patriotic cele- 
bration. The place chosen was the Wartburg, a castle famous 
as the shelter of Luther after his outlawry at the Diet of Worms, 
and the date chosen was October 18, 1817, famous as being the 
fourth anniversary of the battle of Leipsic, and approximately 
the three hundredth of the posting of Luther’s Theses. Several 
hundred students met. Their festival w^as religious as well as 
patriotic. They partook of the Lord’s Supper together and 
listened to impassioned speeches commemorating the great 
moments in German liistory, the liberation from Rome and the 
liberation from Napoleon. In the evening they built a bonfire 
and threw into it various symbols of the liated reaction, notably 
an illiberal pamphlet of which the King of Prussia had expi’essed 
his ap})roval. They then dispersed, but their deed lived after 
them. This student performance had unexpected consequences. 
What was apparently a harmless and exuberant jollification 
seemed to conservative rulers and statesmen evidence of an un- 
healthy and dangerous ferment of opinion, and the rumors that 
gained currency about this celebration made it famous. It en- 
joyed a reputation altogether out of proportion to its real im- 
portance, which was slight. Metternicli described it to the 
German rulers as a portent of far greater dangers sure to come. 
Shortly an event mud) more alarming occurred wdiich seemed 
to justify this prognostication, the murder of Kotzebue, a 
journalist and playwright, who was hated by the students as a 
spy of Russia in Germany. A divinity student, Karl Sand, went 
to his liouse in Mannheim and stabbed him in the heart, March 23, 
1819. Later an attempt was made to assassinate an important 
official of the government of Nassau. These and other occur- 
rences played perfectly into the hands of Metternich, w'ho was 
seeking the means of establisliing reaction in Germany as it had 
been established in Austria. They gave him what he most needed, 
a weapon whereby to dissuade Alexander I and Frederick William 
HI from all further toying with liberalism and to convert the 
Holy Alliance, hitherto a mere trumpet for biblical phrases, into 
an engine of oppression. Were not all of these occurrences mani- 
festations of the same anarchical spirit, the desire to overthrow 
uionarchical institutions? All were indiscriminately ascribed to 
the Burschenschaft, whereas it had only been responsible for the 
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Wartburg festival. The steps now taken to combat liberalism, 
which was charged witli such unequal misdeeds, form a landmark 
in German history. 

Metternich, having previously had an interview with Frederick 
William III, in which he was assured of the latter’s support in 
the policy to be outlined to silence the opposition, called the minis- 
ters of those German governments of which he felt sure to a series 
of conferences at Carlsbad. In these conferences was fashioned 
the triumph of reaction in Germany. By the decrees which ^re 
adopted Metternich became the conqueror of the Confederation. 
Only eight states were represented, those upon which Metternich 
could count. The decrees there drawn up were then submitted to 
the Diet at Frankfort, all the customary modes of procedure of 
that body were cast aside, and a vote with no preceding debate 
was forced, so that the representatives of the states who had 
not been at Carlsbad did not have time to ask instructions of 
* their Governments. Thus the decrees, rushed by illegal and 
violent methods through the Diet, became the law of Germany, 
binding upon every state. They were the work of Austria, 
seconded by Prussia. The small states resented the indignity 
, to which they had been subjected but could do nothing. Carlsbad 
signifies in German history the suppression of liberty for a 
generation. As these decrees really determined the political 
system of Germany until 1848, they merit a full descri])tion. 

It was stated once for all that tlie famous Article XIII of 
the act establishing the German Confederation, namely, that 
a constitution based upon the system of estates will be estab- 
lished in all the states of the union ” should not be interpreted 
as meaning constitutions of a foreign pattern, but representation 
of estates such as had been customary in German states even 
earlier. It was tlic earnest desire of the Liberals to get away 
from such old and useless assemblies. The great forces active 
against the prevalence of Metternich’s system were free parlia- 
ments, free speech, and a free press. It was hoped that the first 
of these was thus prevented. 

It was next provided that there should be at every university 
in the land a special representative to watch both professors and 
students. The function of tliese agents should be ‘‘ to see to the 
strictest enforcement of existing laws and disciplinary regula- 
tions; to observe carefully the spirit which is shown by the in- 
structors in the university in their public lectures and regular 
courses, and, without directly interfering in scientific mattersy 
or in the methods of teaching, to give a salutary direction to 
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the instruction, having in view the future attitude of the stu- 
dents.” It was provided that all teachers who should pro- 
pagate harmful doctrines hostile to public order or subversive 
of existing governmental institutions,” that is, all who should 
not hold absolutism, as Metternich understood it, to be the only 
legitimate form of government, should be removed from their 
positions, and that once so removed they should not be appointed 
to positions in any other educational institution in any state. 
Other provisions were directed against secret or unauthorized 
societies in the universities, particularly that association estab- 
lished some years since under the name ” of the Burschenschaft, 

since the very conception of the society implies the utterly 
unallowable plan of permanent fellowship and constant com- 
munication between the various universities.” Furthermore no 
student, who shall be expelled from a university by a decision of 
the University Senate which was ratified or prompted by the 
agent of the government, or who shall have left the institution 
in order to escape such a decision, shall be received in any other 
university.” ^ 

By these provisions it was expected that the entire academic 
community, professors and students, would be reduced to silence. 
The universities liad. become the centers of political agitation. 
That agitation would now cease under compulsion. There was[ 
one other enemy, the press, and drastic provisions were adopted! 
to smother its independence beneath a comprehensive censorship, j 
Finally, a special commission was created to ferret out all secret * 
revolutionary societies and conspiracies that might threaten the 
nation, and this commission was to have full powers to examine 
and arrest any Gez'man, no matter of what state he might be a 
citizen. It discovered very little, but it pursued for years a ^ 
policy as vexatious as it was petty. 

The Carlsbad Conference is an important turning point in the 
history of central Europe. It signalized the dominance of Met- 
ternich in ^Jermany as. well as. m ^stTiji.~:^Its most important 
feature is the surrender of Prussia to Austrian leadership. Down 
tb 1819 there was ground for hope that Prussia might be a leader, 
though a cautious one, in the liberalization of Germany. That 
hope now vanished. Reaction was henceforth the order of the 
day in this great state. Frederick William III shortly aban- 
doned definitely all idea of granting the constitution which he 
had promised in 1815. In the period of national humiliation 

' Quotations are from University of Pennsylvania Tranulations and Re- 
prints, Vol. I, No. 3. Edited by J. H. Robinson. 
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from 1807 to 1813 a notably liberal spirit had characterized 
the actions of the Prussian Government. Many reforms had been 
effected at the instigation of such men But the period 

was too brief and tlie reforms remained incomplete. It was 
expected that they would be perfected after 1815, but now it 
was clear that they would not. Indeed, in some respects, though 
fortunately not in all, the liberal achievements of those years 
were curtailed. But after 1819 the period of full reaction came 
in. In many respects this period was more odious in Prussia 
than in any other state. The persecution of demagogues ’’ 
was a sorry spectacle, as it was in reality largely a persecution 
of men wlio should liavc had all lionor shown them as national 
heroes. Jahn, the founder of gymnastic societies, which had 
been most effective in nerving the young men of Prussia to heroic 
action, was for five years subjected to the inquisition of the 
police and to severe imprisonment, only to be discharged because 
nothing could be found against him meriting punisliment. Arndt, 
whose impassioned poems liad intensified the national patriotism 
in the wars against Napoleon, was sliamefully treated. His 
house was searched, his papers wore ransacked. The charges 
against him show the triviality of this petty police inquisition. 
One official discovered revolution in the expression ‘‘ that lies 
beyond my sphere.” Sphere meant a ball, a ball, a bullet. Was 
not tliat a summons to insurrection and murder? Arndt indig- 
nantly protested that he hated all secret intrigues like snakes 
of hell.” Nevertheless he was removed from his professorship 
and for twenty years was prevented from pursuing his vocation. 
^Private letters were systematically opened by the police in the 
l^earch for some trace of revolution. Even Gneisenau, despite 
his brilliant record as a soldier, had four years to experience this 
invasion of his private rights. Spies went to hear tlie sermons 
of the most popular preaclier in Berlin, Schleiermacher, and 
reported it as a highly suspicious circumstance that he had said 
that we owe to Christ the liberation of all spiritual forces and 
that every true Christian must believe that the kingdom of truths 
will conquer the kingdom of darkness. A publislier was for- 
bidden to bring out a ne^v edition of P"ichte^s Address to the 
German Nation, which had so splendidly stirred the youth of 
^Prussia in the years of Napoleon’s supremacy. ^ 

Tliis was, in the opinion of all Liberals, the grea‘t treason 
of Prussia, this abdication of independent judgment, this docile 
surrender to the leadership of Austria. Prussia,” said Metter- 
nich to tlie Russion ambassador, has left us the place which 
many Germans wished to give to her.” 
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Tlie situation was much the same in the other German states. 
Witli Austria and Prussia hand in glove, there was little oppor- 
tunity for the lesser states. The spirit of the Carlsbad Decrees 
liiing lieavily over all Germany. Made even stronger the follow-, 
ing year by the Vienna Conference of 1820, this system remained, 
in force until the decade beginning witli 1840. The revolutions 
of 1880 brought forth additional decrees in 1832 and 1834 in- 
tensifying the persecution of the academic world and of poli- 
ticians suspected of liberalism. Metternich had succeeded in 
extending his system over tlie German Confederation. We shall 
now see Imw other countries were allected by the same system, 
Jiovv its influence expanded still further. 
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REACTION AND REVOLUTION IN SPAIN AND 

ITALY 

SPAIN 

Tiik fundamental purpose of tlie rulers of Europe after 1815, 
as we have seen, was to prevent the “ revolution,” as they called 
it, from again breaking out; in other words, to prevent demo- 
cratic and constitutional ideas from once more becoming domi- 
nant. The precautions taken by these conservatives passed in 
the political language of the time as the Metternich system. 
Sufficient precautions had been taken, as we have seen, in central 
Europe. France was powerless to disturb for a long while to 
come. England was stiffiy loyal to her old regime. But just 
as order seemed solidly re-established events occurred in the two 
southern peninsulas of Europe, Spain and Italy, which showed 
that a system of repression to be successful must be Argus-eyed 
and omnipresent. It is necessary, therefore, at this point to 
trace briefly the history of southern Europe that we may under- 
stand the events of 1820, the first real cliallcnge of the Metter- 
nich system. 

In 1808 Napoleon had by an act of violence seized the crown 
of Spain, and until 1814 had kept the Spanish king, Ferdinand 
VII, virtually a prisoner in France, placing his own brother 
Joseph on the vacant throne. The Spaniards rose against the 
usurper and for years carried on a vigorous guerilla warfare, 
aided by the English, and ending finally in success. As their 
king was in the hands of the enemy they proceeded in his name 
’to frame a government. Being liberally minded they drew up a 
[constitution, the famous Constitution of 1812, a document 
[thoroughly saturated with the principles of the French Consti- 
[tution of 1791. It asserted the sovereignty of the people, vesting 
the executive power in the king, the legislative in the Cortes or"* 
Assembly, a body consisting of a single chamber and elected by 
indirect universal suffrage, the citizens of the colonies having 
the samoi right to vote as did those of the mother country. Some 
of the features of the French Constitution which had worked 
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badly were nevertheless adopted. Deputies were to be chosen 
for two years and to be ineligible for re-election. Ministers 
might not be members of the chamber. Henceforth the Cortes 
were to be the central organ of government, the king being very 
subordinate. He might not leave the country without their ^ 
consent, nor marry, nor might he dissolve or prorogue the^ 
Assembly, and in the intervals between tlic sessions a committee 
of the Cortes was to watch over the execution of the Constitu- 
tion and the laws. The Constitution proclaimed the principles 
of liberty and equality before the law, thus abolishing the old 
regime. The extreme liberality of this Constitution is explained 
by the fact that it was the work of deputies coming in the main 
from the coast provinces, which were more democratic than the 
others. The classes hitherto dominant in Spain, the nobility^ 
and the clergy, for the time being lost their supremacy. The 
Constitution was the work of a small minority, was never sub-'^ 
mitted to the people for ratification, and its durability was 
therefore problematical. Indeed, its doom was sealed by tlie re- 
appearance in Spain, on the downfall of Napoleon, of the legiti- 
mate king, Ferdinand VII. 

This prince, now restored to his throne, was ill-fitted for rule, 
both by temperament and training. Cr ucl^ suspicious, deceitful, j 
unscrupulous, his character was odious, his intellect lacked alf 
distinction. His education had been woefully neglected, nor had 
experience taught him anything of statesmanship. He had not 
used his leisure as Napoleon’s prisoner for reading or the study 
of political questions. But, instead, he had embroidered with his 
own hands a robe of white silk with ornaments of gold for the 
Madonna* of the altar of the church at Valen9ay, a fact which 
was made known to the Spanish people by his confessor. Indeed, 
the pamphlet which contained this edifying announcement went 
through seven editions in a short time, — a fact that not only 
paints the King but his people as well. 

There was every reason to expect that sucli a man would 
thrust aside the paper constitution which so greatly limited his 
power, if he felt able to do so. The boundlessly enthusiastic, 
even hysterical manner in which the Spaniards received him con- 
vinced liim that lie could go to any length. The Constitution 
of 1812 had the support of only a very small minority of the 
educated people. The nobility, the clergy, many of the leaders 
of the army, and the ignorant and fanatical populace wanted a 
king of the old type. The King, seeing the way made plain, 
promptly took action. Before he reached his capital he de- 
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i dared the Constitution and the decrees of the Cortes null and 
|void, as if these tilings liad never been done.” By this stroke 
iland the raijturQus acquiescence of the people absolutism was 
Mored, A furious reaction began, a wild hunt foF everyone itf 
any way connected witli the recent history of Spain. Liberals 
and those who had adhered to Joseph, Napoleon^s brotlier, were 
persecuted. The Iiujuisition Avas re-established; the Jesuits re- 
turned in triuin})h. The press was gagged once more. Liberal 
Jbooks were destroyed wherever found, and particularly all copies 
of the Constitution. Thousands of political prisoners were 
punished Avith varying severity. Ferdinand AA^ould probably have 
been forced into a reactionary policy by his own people and by 
the other powers of Europe, even had his yiersonal inclinations not 
prompted him to it. But this reaction Avas much too furious, 
lasted too long, and in the end weakened tlic King’s position. 

^ The Government of Ferdinand, Augorous in punishing Liberals, 
was utterly incompetent and indolent in other matters. Spain, 
a country of about eleven million people, Avas wretchedly poor 
and ignorant. Agriculture was primitive. Commerce and inv 
dustry were shackled by monopolies and unreasonable prohibi- 
tions upon exportation and importation. Industrial activity Avas^ 
/further lessened by the large number of saints’ days, which were 
carefully observed. What education there was was in the hands 
of ecclesiastics. The Government of Ferdinand made no attempt 
to improve these deplorable conditions. But in addition to all 
this it failed to discharge the most fundamental duty of any 
government, that is, to preserve the integrity of the empire. The 
vast transatlantic possessions of Spain had risen in revolt. The,, 
reasons for this revolt, which presaged the downfall of -the proud 
Spanish P^mpire, were: the continued and varied misgovernment 
of the home country AA^hich regarded the colonics as simply 
sources of wealth to be ingeniously exploited for the benefit of 
the home government, the taste of relative freedom they liad 
enjoyed between 1810 and 1815 when the home government Avas^ 
otherwise occupied, the example of the United States and its 
successful war of independence, and the encouragement of 
England, seeking wider markets. Ferdinand could probably have 
kept his empire intact had he been willing to make the concessions 
demanded by the Americans, larger commercial liberty and con- 
siderable political autonomy. This he would not do. He would 
rule his empire as it had always been ruled, his colonies as he 
l^lcd the mother country. The result Avas revolution from 
Mexico to the southern tip of South America. Ferdinand’s task 
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was to reconquer this vast region by force. This force he did 
not have. He hoped for the support of the Holy Alliance, which, 
however, was not forthcoming. He, therefore, was thrown upon 
his own resources. By 1819 he had collected an army of pyerS 
twenty thousand men at Cadiz. . Suddenly the army rose in revoltj 
against the Government, and the first of those revolutions of/ 
southern Europe against the restored monarchs occurred. 

With singular lack of perspicacity," the restored Bourbons of 
Spain had neglected or insulted the army, the very weapon which 
reaction in the other countries of Europe had taken every means 
to conciliate and win. Many of the ablest officers had been de- 
graded; poor rations, poor barracks, insufficient pay, in arrears 
at that, had created a feeling of deep irritation in the army, 
whicli became the breeding place of conspiracies, the real revo- 
lutionary element in the state. The navy, too, so essential foiv 
tlie preservation of a transoceanic colonial empire, had been 
allowed to fall into the most shameful decay until it consisted 
of but little else than the king’s own pleasure yachts. The 
officers were utterly poor. The only relief the Government^ 
granted them was permission to support themselves by fishing. 

Under such conditions mjHtaTy._outbreaks were natural. In- 
surrections occurred repeatedly, in 1814, 1815, 1816, 1817, 1818 
and 1819. The failure in each case only increased the severity 
with which the Government pursued all those suspected of 
liberalism. In 1820 the army rose again, driven to desperation 
by the stories of horror told by soldiers returning from America, 
and believing that they were about to be sent to certain death. 

On January 1, 1820, Riego, a colonel in tlie army, proclaimed 
|tlie Constitution of 1812 and led a few troo])s through the 
: province of Andalusia, endeavoring to arouse the south of Spain. 
He was unsuccessful. His force gradually dwindled away, 
attracting no ])opular support. But it had served its purpose. 
As the revolution was dying out in the soutli it kindled in the 
opposite end of the ])eninsula, under the Pyrenees and along tin 
Ebro. The Constitution of 1812 was proclaimed thei’e and 
the flames spread eastward to the great cities of Saragossa and 
Barcelona. Shortly riots broke out in Madrid itself. The . 
King, learning^That he could not rely upon his soldiers even in. 
his capital, and thoroughly frightened, yielded to the demands ; 
of the scattered and incoherent revolution, and on the evening 
of March 7, 1820, proclaimed the Constitution of 1812, promised 
to maintain it, and declared that he would liarry out of the 
country those who would not support it, Let us advance 
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frankly,” lie said, myself leading the way, along the constitu- 
tional palh.” The text of the Constitution was posted in every 
city, and parish priests were ordered to expound it to their 
congregations. 

Thus revolution had triumplied again, and only five years after 
fjW^rEerloor An absolute monarcliy, based on divine right, had 
Ipeen changed into a constitutional monarchy based on the 
l^overeignty of the people. Would the example be followed else- 
Svhere? Would the Holy Alliance look on in silence? Had the 
revolutionary spirit been so carefully smothered in Austria, 
Germany, and France, only to blaze forth in outlying sections 
of Europe.?^ Answers to these questions were quickly forth- 
coming. 


ITAI.Y 

In the leisure of St. Helena, Napoleon I wrote, concerning 
Italy: ‘‘Italy is surrounded by the Alps and the sea. Her 
natural limits are defined with as much exactitude as if she were 
an island. Italy is only united to the continent by one hundred 
and fifty leagues of frontier and these one hundred and fifty 
leagues are fortified by the highest barrier that can be opposed 
to man. Italy, isolated between her natural limits, is destined 
to form a great and powerful nation. Italy is one nation ; unity 
of language, customs and literature, must, within a period more 
or less distant, unite her inhabitants under one sole govern- 
ment. And Rome will, without the slightest doubt, be chosen 
by the Italians as their capital.” ^ 

Napoleon was now in a position where he was powerless to 
aid in this achievement, even had he been so disposed. ' But the 
time was very fresh in men’s minds when they believed that the 
great commander was to use his talent and opportunity to give 
them unity and freedom. He had not done so. Yet in a very real 
ijSense modern Italy began under his empire. He took the country 
!|a long step forward toward its ideal. 

Napoleon’s activity in Italy had been most revolutionary.. 
He had driven all the native princes from the peninsula. Only 
the kings of Naples and Pi§(imont still retained some semblance 
of authority, for each fortunately liad an island to which he 
could fiee, whence the French could not drive him, as the British 
controlled the sea. The former spent several years in Sicily, 
the latter in the island of Sardinia. Napoleon did not formally 

1 Cesaresco, The Liberation of Italy, 3. 
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unite all Italy, but he annexed a part di^ctly^J^ 

Empn^ a part he made int^^^'KIn^o 

as Kmg and his step-son, EJugeiieJfteaniiar^^ aa. Vicer4>yy..raad , 
the remainder constituted the Kingdom of Naples, oyer wjiijph 1 
Murat,^ Brother-in-law of N^pQl^.n^. ruled,. Thus, though there 
not unity, there were only three states where formerly the^ 
had been a dozen. Yet, in an important sense, there was unit;^ 
for it was the directing mind of the French Emperor that 
])ermeated and largely controlled the policy of all three. The 
Frendi^did much f9r the regeneration of Italy. They abolished 
feudalism, they gave uniform and enlightened laws, they opened 
careers to talent, they stimulated industry. New ideas, political 
and social, penetrated the peninsula with them. Italians hence- 
forth would never be the same as they had been. Barriers, 
physical, material, intellectual, had been thrown down, and could 
never be permanently set up again. Of course there was the 
reverse. The burdens imposed in the place of those removed 
were heavy. Napoleon made the Italians a part of his general 
European system and forced them to give freely of their money 
and their men for purposes that concerned them only slightly, 
if at all. Sixty thousand Italians perished in his wars in Spain 
and Russia. His shameless robbery of their works of art gave 
deep offense. His treatment of the Pope wounded many in theirj 
religious sensibilities, and he ignored the national sentiment when- 
ever lie chose. Yet the later achievement of unity and liberty was 
made much easier because Napoleon had passed that way. He 
shook the country out of its century-old somnolence.^ Service in 
his armies increased the strenuousness of the Italians and taught 
them the art of war. The very fact tliat they had witnessed 
and participated in great events imparted an unknown energy 
to these easy-going sons of the soutli. Napoleon had exiled 
every one of the Italian princes. They might be restored, but 
tlieir prestige was irrevocably gone. He had even driven the 
Pope from his states, and had abolished the temporal power. 
Wliat had been done once might perhaps be done again. There 
had been for a few years a state bearing the name Kingdom 
of Italy. The memory of that fact could not be uprooted by 
all the monarchs of Christendom. It was an augury full of 
hope, a beacon pointing the sure an(J steadfast, way. 

Of all this the Allies, at their famous Congress of Vienna, took 
no note. They were playing the short politics of the hour. 
They paid no attention to the impalpable forces of the human 
spirit. They looked upon the future of Italy as a matter quite 
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at their disposal and they reconstructed the peninsula without 
asking its opinion or consent. A people numbering more than 
seventeen million had nothing to say about its own fate. The 
mighty men of Europe sitting in Vienna considered that their 
affair. And they arranged it by returning Italy to the state of 
a geographical expression. They did not give it even as much 
unity as they gave Germany, not even that of a loose confedera- 
tion. They made short shrift of all such suggestions and re- 
stored most of the old states. There were henceforth ten of 
‘Ihem: Piedmont, Lombardy-Venetia, Parma, Modena, Lucca, 
Tuscany, the Papal States, Naples, Monaco, and San Marino. 
Genoa and Venice, until recently independent republics, were 
not restored, as republics were not ‘^fashionable.” The one 
^as given to Piedmont, the other^^to Austria.^ 

These states were too small to be self-sufficient, and as a result 
Jtaly was for nearly fifty years the_spjC>rl..Qf 
Idependent, henceforth, not upon PVance but upon Austria. "^iTiis 
is the cardinal fact in the situation and is an evidence, as it is a 
partial cause, of the commanding position of the Austrian mon- 
archy after the fall of Napoleon. Austria was given outright 
the richest part of the Po valley as a Lombardo- Venetian king- 
dom. Austrian princes or princesses ruled over Modena, Parma, 
and Tuscany, and were easily brought info the Austrian system. 
Tlmj^.„was._A^^^ Qf.„Uprthern Italy.; master of 

southern Italy, too^ for Ferdinand, King of Naples, concluded an 
offensive and defensive treaty with Austria, pledging himself 
to make no separate alliances and to grant no liberties to his 
subjects beyond those which obtained in Lombardy and Venetia. 
Naples was thus but a satellite in the great Austrian system. 
The King of Piedmont and the Poj)e were the only Italian princes 
at all likely to be intractable. And Austria’s strength in com- 
parison with theirs was that of a giant compared with that of 
a pigmy. 

Thus the restoration was accomplished. Italy became again 
a collection of small states, largely under the dominance of 
Austria. Each of the restored princes was an absolute mon- 
arch. In none of the states was there a parliament. Italy had 
neither unity nor constitutional forms, nor any semblance of 
popular participation in the government. The use which the 
princes made of their unfettered liberty of action was significant. 

Of these several states the four most important were: the 
Lombardo-Venetian Kingdom, the Kingdom of Sardinia or Pied- 
mont, the Papal States, and the Kingdom of Naf)lcs. 
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The first was ruled by a viceroy, who carried out orders re- 
ceived from Vienna. It paid into the Austrian treasury taxes 
far out of proportion to its population or its extent. Here 
French laws were largely abrogated, and an attempt was made 
to make the j)eople forget that they were Italians, and to con- 
sider themselves Austrians. Children were taught in their text- 
books of geograpliy that Lombardy and Venetia were geographi- 
cally a part of Austria. Industries were re])ressed in favor of 
Austrian manufacturers. Austrians were ap])ointed to the uni- 
versity professorships, and tliey and their students, as well as 
other persons, were watched by numerous and proficient spies. It 
was even considered necessary to edit Dante that he might be 
read with safety. 

The King of Piedmont^ VictQ i;, Enmifl^ jij^py | J . had been for many 
years im^L'xne'TirTlie iHand of Sardinia, and his states had been 
annexed by Napoleon to France. He returned to Turin en- 
raged against the author of all his woes. Saying jokingly that 
he had slept fifteen years, he resolved that Piedmont sliould 
regard the interval as a dream. Most of the laws and institu- 
tions introduced by France were abolished by a stroke of the 
pen, almost the only ones retained being those wliich the Pied- 
montese would gladly have seen go, the heaviest taxes and the 
police system. Most of those connected with the government] 
and the army during the French period were removed from their! 
positions, thus constituting at the outset a disaffected class.'. 
Religious liberty was narrowly circumscribed; political liberty! 
did not exist, nor did liberty of education. The universities were- 
shortly placed under the control of the Jesuits, and professors! 
and students were spied u])on. Some of the deeds of reaction' 
were so absurd as to become classical illustrations of the stu- 
pidity of the restored ])rinces. Gas illumination of the Turin 
theater was abandoned because it had been introduced by the 
French. Frencli plants in the Botanic Gardens of Turin were 
torn up, French furniture in the royal palaces destroyed, and a 
certain custom house official would let no merchandise be brought 
over the new Napoleonic road over the JMont Cenis pass, lest 
revolutionary ideas might thus be smuggled in. But, however" 
unwise and retrogressive this goA^ernrnent might be, it followedjn 
foreign affjur^_a..pubcy^ pf independence of .Austrian influanco 
as as this \yas possible. Piedmont was a military state, 
having an army altogether disproportionate to its size. Indeed, 
th ree-fourths of the revenues of the state went to the support 
of the army and navy. 
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Tlie Papal States were peculiar among tlie governments of 
Europe. The Pope was their ruler. The Government was in 
the hands of the priests. Over each of the provinces and lega- 
tions was a prelate. All the higher officials were of the clergy. 
The laity were admitted only to the lower positions. Taxes 
were high, yet papal finances were badly disorganized, and the 
Government had difficulty in meeting running expenses. An 
important source of income of this Christian, priestly state 
was tlie lottery, which was administered with religious cere- 
monies, and was even kept running Sundays. The Government 
could not even assure the personal safety of its citizens. Brig- 
andage was rife, and the Pope was forced finally to make a 
formal treaty with the brigands, by wliich they were to give 
themselves up as prisoners for a year, after which tliey were to 
be pensioned. Though bigoted and corrupt, the Government liad 
a keen scent for the evils of the French regime. It repealed most 
of the French laws, and even forbade vaccination and gas illu- 
mination, as odious reminders of that people. The police were 
numerous and vexatious, paying particular attention to what 
one of their documents characterized as “ the class called 
thinkers.” The Inqiiisition wii& - restored and judicial torture 
revived. Education was controlled by the clergy. Even in the 
universities most of tlie professors were ecclesiastics and the 
curriculum was carefully purged of all that miglit be dangerous. 
This excluded, among other subjects, modern literature and po- 
litical economy. Niebuhr, the German liistorian, thus recorded 
his impression of that state: ‘‘No land of Italy, perhaps of 
Europe, excepting Turkey, is ruled as is this ecclesiastical state.” 
Rome was called “ a city of ruins, both materi al and -moxah” 

In the south, covering tliree-eighths of the peninsula, was the 
Kingdom of Naples, or the Two Sicilies. The king, Ferdinand I, 
was of the Spanish Bourbon line. He was incredibly ignorant, 
and in character detestable. Returning from Sicily, however, 
he did not imitate his contemporaries by abolishing everytliing 
French. “ Civil institutions,” says a recent historian, “ had 
advanced four centuries in the nine years of Frencli rule.” ^ But 
while in theory much of the work of those years was allowed to 
remain, in practice the Government was hopelessly corrupt. The 
♦King’s treatment of the army was such as to raise up in it many 
lenemies to his power. Many who had served under Murat were 

k^ashiered. Whipping was restored, which angered the common 

\ 
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soldier. Thus there grew up rapidly a military faction ripe 
for revolt. 

Obviously the policy of the various princes, as just describ^^, 
made many enemies: all the progressive elements of the popi^ 
lation who believed in freedom in education, in religion, in busil 
ness, and who saw special privileges restored, obsolete commercial 
regulations revived, arbitrary and ignorant government sub-] 
stituted for the freer and more intelligent administration of thd 
French ; and all those tlirown out of employment in the civjm 
service or the army. Th e malcontents joi ned the Carbonari, a 
secret society which first rose in the Kingdom of TSTapIes^ spF^d- 
ing thence over Italy and to other European countries. Their 
weapons were conspiracy jmd insurrection. In a country where 
no parliaments, no political parties, rid public agitation for po- 
litical ends were permitted, such activity was necessarily driven 
vinto secret channels. The Carbonari had an elaborate but loose 
and ineffective organization. Their rules and forms were fre- 
quently childish and absurd. Their purposes were not clear or 
definite. They were a vast liberal organization much better 
adapted for spasmodic movements of destruction than for tlie 
construction of new institutions. Into this society poured the 
dissatisfied of every class. It w^as a revolutionary leaven working 
in Italian society, .^jr^iadiug, abroad a hatred of the restored 
princes, a desire for change. 

Among a people living under such depressing conditions *the 
news of the successful and bloodless Spanish Revolution of 1820 
spread quickly. It was the spark to the tinder. In Naples a,' 
military insurrection broke out, of sucli apparent strength thal| 
the king yielded at once. The revolutionists demanded thef, 
Spanish Constitution of 1812, not because they knew much about 
it save that it was very democratic but because it possessed the 
advantage of being ready-made. The King conceded the demand, 
saying that he would have been glad to have granted a constitu- 
tion before had he only known there was a general desire for 
one. He was apparently as enthusiastic as were the revolu- 
tionists. He went out of his way to show this in a most extraor-„ 
* dinary fashion. Or duly Idp 182^V having heard mass in the 
royal chapel, he approached the altar, took the oath, and then,j 
fixing his eyes upon the cross, he added of his own accord,^ 
Omnipotent God, who with infinite penetration lookest into the 
heart and into the future, if I lie, or if I should one day be 
faithless to my oath, do Thou at this instant annihilate me.” 
It seemed as if the era of constitutional government had come for 
more than a third of Italy. 
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THE CONGRESSES 

Thus in 1820 the Revolution, so hateful to the diplomats of 
1816, had resumed the offensive, Spain and Naples had over- 
thrown the regime that had been in force five years, and had 
adopted constitutions that were thoroughly saturated with the 
principles and mechanism of Revolutionary France. There had 
likewise been a revolution against the established regime in 
Portugal. There was shortly to be one in Piedmont. 

A matter of greater importance than the attitude of these 
peoples toward their governments was that of the governments 
toward the peoples. The powers had united to put down Napo- 
leon. They had then taken every precaution to check the 
activity of so-called French principles. They had been in the 
main successful, but now those princi])les were asserting them- 
selves triumphantly in outlying parts of Europe. It had beem 
thought that future trouble would come from France; but, in- 
stead, it was coming from Spain and Italy. 

Metternich, tlic most influential personage in Europe, had 
very clear views of the requirements of the situation. The 
malady,” as he called it, the unrest of the times, was not local 
or peculiar to one part of Europe, to any single country. To 
suppress this malady the Great Coalition had been built up 
which, after endless suffering and sacrifice, liad overcome it, 
though it had not extirpated it. What it had cost so much to 
check, must be kept in check. The vitality of tliese subversive 
revolutionary principles was evident to all. Energetic measures 
were necessary and, to be successful, they must be applied every- 
where and at all times. If a monarch in one state yielded to 
revolution the effects were not limited to that state or that 
monarch, but the revolutionary parties everywhere were en- 
couraged and the stability of every throne, of the established 
order everywhere, was threatened. This was conspicuously shown 
by the recent events. A revolution in Spain encourages a revo- 
lution in Naples. The movement may spread northward sympa- 
thetically, may reach the Italian possessions of Austria, may 
reach Austria itself, France, and the other countries, and the 
world, supposed to have been quieted at Vienna, will riot once 
more in anarchy. Metternich thus showed that no state can in the 
modern age lead an isolated life. The life of Europe henceforth 
must be collective and anything that threatens its peace is a very 
proper subject for the discussion of Europe, collected in 
‘congresses. 
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()f Hntcrventio ]^^ a (Toctrme new in international law, yet one 
succeeded in giving great vitality for many years. 
The doctrine was that, as modern Europe was based upon oppo- 
sition to revolution, the powers had the right and were in duty 
bound to intervene to put down revolution not only in their 
own states respectively but in any state of Europe, against the 
will of the people of that state, even against tlie will of the sove- 
reign of that state, in the interests of the established monarchical 
order, ^^^^hange pf a given state >vas_iiQt.a 

domestic but an international affair. 

This doctrine did not originate in 1820. The principle was 
clearly laid down in the treaty of Quadru})le Alliance of 1815 
as far as France was concerned. It had been elaborated at the 
Congress of A ix-la-C haudla J uol,. 1.8.18> There the five Great 
]^)wers had declared their purpose to maintain the general peace 
which was founded on a religious respect for the engagements 
contained in the Treaties, and for the whole of the rights re- 
sulting therefrom,” The phrase was vague because the powers 
could not agree on anything more definite. How much did it 
mean or might it be made to mean? Would revolutionary move- 
ments in any country be considered as justifjdng intervention 
in the interests of the sacred treaties? The opportunity to test 
the matter had now arisen. Metternich, as usual, was quite 
equal to the occasion. ^ cong ress was, Qi^lled at Troppau to 
conside;r~tJie,affa^ the Kingdom of Naples. AustriaVlTiissia, 
Prussia, France, and England were represented. Unanimity 
was lacking but there was a majority for the ominous principle. 
The three eastern powers, Russia, Prussia, and Austria, abso- 
lute monarchies, now formally acce})ted the principle of inter- 
vention as laid down by Metternich. They w^ould refuse to 
lecognize as legal changes brought about in any state by revo- 
lution, even if the king of that state himself consented. They 
asserted their right to intervene to overthrow any such changes, 
fijr.st by using conciliatory methods, then by using force. This 
probably meant an immediate armed intervention wherever and 
whenever revolution might break out. And the right so to 
intervene was held to be implicit in the treaties of 1815 on which 
the Europj.»an system rested. Fro m this view England dissented 
''*ffor.ojLisly, declaring that in her opinion the powers by those 
treaties intended to guarantee to each other only their territorial 
possessions, not at all their form of government. That was a 
domestic concern. England and France, though not signing the 
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new declaration, remained, however, merely passive and the-abso* 
lute monarchies had tlieir way. 

Having established the principle the Congress next decided 
to apply it to the Kingdom of Naples. They accordingLy~-ad' 
journed to Laibach, inviting the King of Naples to meet them 
there. Tlic Neapolitan Parliament was opposed to letting him 
leave the kingdom and only finally consented after he had again 
sworn to the constitution, and had with facile duplicity declared 
that he wished to go solely to intercede for his people and “ to 
obtain the sanction of the powers for the newly acquired 
liberties.” Falsehoods with Ferdinand I were redundant and 
superfluous. I declare to you,” he said, “ and to my nation 
that I will do everything to leave my people in the possession 
of a wise and free constitution.” Parliament, deceived by the 
royal mendacity, permitted him to go. No sooner was he out 
of his realm than he retracted all his promises and oaths and 
appealed to the Allies to restore him to absolute power, which 
was precisely what they had already determined to do. Austria 
was commissioned to send an army into the kingdom. Jt^i9.sq._ 
opposition of the Neapolitans was ineffective and Ferdi- 
jftiand was restored to absolutism by foreigners in 1821. He 
I broke his return journey at Florence in order to make the amende 
^honorable to a probably outraged Deity by placing a votive lamp 

the Church of the Annunciation. 

The political results were for the Neapolitans most deplorable. 
The reaction that ensued was unrestrained. Hundreds were 
imprisoned, exiled, executed. Arbitr ary^ovemment of the worst 
kind was henceforth meted out to this unfortunate kingdom^ 
"•^Just as this Neapolitan revolution was being snuffed out 
an insurrection blazed forth at the opposite end of the peninsula, 
’in Piedmont. The causes of this movement were discontent at 
the stupid reaction of the last five years, the desire for consti- 
tutional government, and dislike of Austria. The insurgents 
were led to believe that they would have the support of Charles 
Albert, Prince of Carignan, head of a younger branch of the 
royal family and heir presumptive to the crown, as his relations, 
with Liberals were known to be intimate. His political im- 
portance was considered great owing to his nearness to the throne. 
As the king, Victor Emmanuel I, had no son, the crpwn would 
upon his death pass to his brother, Charles Felix, and upon the 
latter’s death, he, too, being without direct heir, Charles Albert 
would himself become king. 

The Piedmontese revolution broke out in Alessandria on 



REVOLUTION IN PIEDMONT 


49 


March 10^ 182L The revolutionists demanded the Spanishjl 
Constitution and war against Austria as the great enemy ofl 
l^iedmont and of Italy. The King wavered for several daysJ 
He did not wish a civil war, Piedmontese fighting Piedmontese, 
which would surely come if he should refuse the demands and 
attempt to put down the movement. On the other hand, he knew 
that if he should grant those demands, the powers would inter- 
vene to suppress constitutionalism here as they 'had done in 
Naples and his promises would have been in vain. Unable to 
decide between tlie cruel alternatives of civil war or foreign inter- 
vention and conquest, and discovering no other course to follow, 
he abdicated on March 13, in favor of his brother Charles Felix. 
As the latter was not in Piedmont at the time, Charles Albert 
was appointed regent, until his arrival. Cha rles^lberE7TEere^^ 
fore, exercised the royal power for the moment and in a manner/ 
favorable to the revolutionists. He allowed the Spanish Con- 
stitution to be proclaimed from the royal palace in Turin with 
such modifications as His Majesty, in agreement with the 
national representation, shall consider advisable.” The new 
King shortly disavowed these concessions. The whole imbroglio 
was cut short by the action of the powers. An Austrian army 
was already, on the borders and a hundred thousand Russians 
were ordered forward from Galicia. Tlie revolutionists clashed 
at Novara with an army composed of Austrians and Piedmontese 
loyal to the King. They were easily routed and the revolution 
was over. Charles Felix, an absolutist king, was upon the throne, 
and Aust ria ha d_ agam showed her resolution and her pow erJ 
Once more tlie^emand for consfifutional ifreedom had been sup-* 
pressed, once more Metternich had triumphed. 

Thus both the Italian movements for a freer political life had 
ended in disaster. The reasons for tlieir failure arc instructive 
and arc important for an understanding of the Italian problem. 
VThe Neapolitan revolution failed because of the European coalr 
tion forbidding its success, because of the treachery of the King 
because of the illiberal treatment of Sicily by the revolutionists. 
VTliat of Piedmont failed because it was the work of a small clique, 
had no broad basis of appeal to the people, lacked leadership 
and definite aims, neglected details, and also because of the 
opposition of the powers. ^ 

Thus two revolutions had been overcome and the system of 
the Congress of Vienna preserved in Italy. Tliere remained the 
more remote problem of Spain. Tlie principle there, how^ever, was 
the same and the Allies felt obliged to assert it. This was the 
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work ot_the Congress of Verona. Tlie revolution in Spain was 
still triumphant. The King and tlie reactionary parties could 
not by their own strength regain their old position. They ap- 
pealed to the allied monarchs and by 1822 the latter, thoroughly 
committed to the policy involved, decided at the Congress of 
Verona, that Russia, Austria, Prussia, and France, should send 
to their ministers in Madrid identical notes demanding the imme- 
diate restoration of Ferdinand VII to the fulness of his powers. 
In the event of the expected refusal the ministers should quit 
Madrid and war should be declared. England opposed this 
policy witli high indignation, but in vain. France, now a thor- 
oughly reactionary country, was commissioned to carry out the 
work of restoring Ferdinand. The Syjaniards refused to accede 
to the demand of tlie powers, and in April 1823 a French army 
of a hundred thousand under the Duke of Angouleme, heir pri^' 
sumptive to the French throne, crossed the Pyrenees. Tlie 
Spanish Government had no army and no money and could not 
oppose the advance of the invaders with any vigor. The French 
spent six months in traversing the peninsula from north to south, 
meeting no serious resistance. The Cortes retired from Madrid 
to Cadiz before the invaders, taking the King with them. The 
siege of Cadiz was now begun. The war was soon over with the 
seizure of the fort of the Trocadero and Ferdinand was back 
upon his absolute throne, by act of France, supported by 
the Holy Alliance, 

There now began a period of odious reaction. All the acts 
passed by the Cortes since 1820 were annulled. An organization 
called the Society of the Exterminating Angel ” began a mad 
hunt for Liberals, throwing them into prison, shooting them 
down. The war of revenge knew no bounds. “ Juntas of Purifi- 
cation ” helped it on. Thousands were driven from the country, 
hundreds were executed. The French Government, ashamed of 
its protege,^endeavored to stop the savagery, but with slight 
success. This is an odious chapter in the history of Spain. 

The Holy Alliance by. these triumphs in Naples, Piedmont, 
and Spain,^ showed itself the. dominant force in European politics^ 
The system, named after Metternich, because his diplomacy had 
built it up and because he stood in the very center of it, seemed 
firmly established as the European system. But it had achieved 
its last notable triumph. It was now to receive a series of checks 
which were to limit it forever. Against the decisions of the con- 
gresses we have passed in review, one power, England, had pro- 
tested, though to no effect. England’s prestige had steadily 
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declined since the Congress of Vienna. The three eastern powers 
simply filed her protests against their intentions in their archives,^ 
paying no further heed. England, wliich had driven the French 
out of Spain ten years before, now saw them coming in again, 
this time with ease and success. As England’s influence abroad 
decreased the wrath of Englishmen grew, and with the advent of 
Canning to the cabinet England delivered some swift blows in re- 
taliation, showing that she was still a power to be reckoned with. 
It was, of course, useless for her to think of opposing the three 
great military monarchies by arms. But the contest between 
her and them was now removed to a field where her authority 
would unquestionably prove decisive. 

Having restored the King of Spain to absolute power, the 
next wish of the Holy Alliance was to restore to Spain, and 
thus to monarchy, the revolted Spanish-American colonics. Eng-: 
land let it be known that she would oppose any steps having 
tliis end in view, save those of the Spaniards themselves, and, 
as vslie controlled the sea, her declaration virtually was that she 
would keep the Holy Alliance restricted to the continent of 
Europe and would prevent it from sending ships and troops to 
the scene of tlie revolt. Slie sought and received the co-operation 
of the Thiited States in this purpose, though no alliance was 
formed and each j)owcr acted independently. The United States 
had approved tlie secession of the countries to the south of her, 
so plainly to her advantage and so evidently in imitation of her 
example. Her government had also in 1819 virtually forced 
S])ain to cede Florida, hitherto a Spanish possession. And now, 
just after the close of the successful French invasion and the 
restoration of Ferdinand, the President of the United States, 
James Monroe, in a message to Congress destined to become one; 
of the most famous documents cA^er Avritten in the White House, 
gave emphatic notice to the Holy Alliance of the attitude this 
country would assume in case it should endeavor to win back 
her colonics for Spain, should Spain herself be unable to do so. 
We should consider any attempt on tlie part of tliese absolute 
monarchies of Europe to extend their system to any portion 
of tliis hemisphere as dangerous to our peace and safety,” and 
Ave could not view any interposition for the purpose of oppressing 
tlie South American states or controlling in any other manner, 
their destiny, by any European power, in any other light than 
as the manifestation of an unfriendly disposition towards the 
United States.” These suggestions from England and the 
United States were sufficient to prcA^ent the summoning of any 
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new congress to consider the rcconquest of America and thus 
to add new laurels to the Holy Alliance. The doctrine of inter- 
vention had readied its high water mark as applied to the 
interests of reaction, had received an emphatic defiance — a de- 
fiance made the more resounding by the recognition shortly by 
England and the United States of the independence of the South 
American republics. Austria, Russia, and Prussia protested 
against a course which “ tended to encourage that revolutionary 
spirit it had been found so difficult to control in Europe.” 
Canning proudly said, “ We have called in the New World to 
redress the balance of the Old.” On the other hand, Metternicli’s 
opinion of Canning was that he was a “ malevolent meteor hurled 
by an angry Providence upon Europe.” 

* The Metternich system, thus checked, was to receive before 
long a series of blows from whicli it never recovered, in the 
overthrow of the restored Bourbons in France, in the Belgian 
revolution of 1830, and, in a certain way, in the Greek war of 
independence. 



CHAPTER IV 

THE INDUSTRIAL REVOLUTION 

While the tremendous changes from the institutions of the 
old regime to those of the modern were being accomplished amid 
tliG turbulence of the French Revolution and tlie Napoleonic wars, 
other changes of vast though incalculable significance were being 
accomplished silently in the economic life of that country whicli 
was the one constant enemy of France and Napoleon, namely, 
England. Indeed England’s ability to endure the strain of the 
long struggle with her enemy across the channel, and in the end 
to emerge victorious, was owing to this generally unnoticed but 
radical transformation in tlie conditions of English industry, in 
the methods used by Englishmen in earning their living, in creat- 
ing wealth. These clianges, first occurring in Great Britain and 
later on the Continent, began to be conspicuous in the last 
quarter of the eighteenth century and have been proceeding 
ever since. They constitute what has been generally called the 
Industrial Revolution. 

The transformation of industry and commerce accomplished 
since George III came to the throne in 1760 is unique in the 
history of the world, a transformation so sweeping that in this 
respect the present age diff’ers more from that of George III 
than did his from that of Raineses II. This transformation has 
been tlie result of a long series of discoveries and inventions. 
Among these one stands preeminent, the placing at the disposi- 
tion of man of a new motive force of incomparable consequence, 
steam, rendered available by the perfection of an engine for the 
transmission of its power. Steam engines had been in existence 
since early in the eighteenth century, the invention of a mechanic 
named Newcomen. But tliey were poorly constructed, wasteful 
in their use of fuel. The device of Newcomen was studied and 
so greatly improved by James Watt (173^1819) that the latter 
is generally considered the inventor of the steam engine. Watt 
made it a •p^'^ctical machine, and thereby inaugurated a new age, 
the age of steam. 

Consider for an instant the significance of this new agency. 
Up to the advent of the age of steam, industry and commerce 
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were essentially what they had been for many centuries. Pre- 
viously the only motive force had come from animal strength, 
and from wind and falling water, exploited by windmills and water- 
wheels. Mankind possessed very few macliines, but manufacture 
was literally, as the word indicates, production by hand and was 
carried on in small shops generally connected with the home 
of the manufacturer. There, in the midst of a few workmen, 
the proprietor himself worked. The implements were few, the 
relation of master and journeyman and apprentice intimate and 
constant, tlie differences of their conditions comparatively slight. 
Industry was truly domestic. In general each town produced 
the commodities wliich it required. Production was on a small 
scale and was designed largely for the local market. Necessarily 
so, for the difficulty of communication restricted commerce. 
Down to the nineteenth century men traveled and goods w^ere 
carried in the way with which the world had been familiar since 
time began. Only by liorse or by boat could merchandise be 
conveyed. Roads were few in number, poor in quality, bridges 
were woefully infrequent, so that traveler and cart were stopped 
by rivers, over which they were carried slowly, and often with 
danger, by boats and ferries. Practically no great improve- 
ment had been made in locomotion since the earliest times, save 
in the betterment of roadbeds and the establishment of regular 
stage-routes. Napoleon, fleeing from Russia in 1812, and anxious 
to reach Paris as quickly as ])ossibJe, left the army, and wuth a 
traveling and sleeping carriage and constant relays of fresh 
horses, succeeded, by extraordinary efforts day and night, in 
covering a thousand miles in five days, w hich was an average rate 
of eight or nine miles an hour, a remarkable ride for an age of 
horse conveyance. Where the Emj)eror of the French, com- 
manding all the resources of his time, could do no better, of 
course the average traveler moved much more slowly and mer- 
chandise more slowdy still. 

The transmission of information could not be more rapid than 
the means of locomotion. The postal service was primitive, 
postage w^as high and very variable, and was paid by the receivet-. 
In France, after 1793, there was a kind of aerial telegraph 
which, by means of signals, operated from the tops of poles, like 
those along the lines of modern railroads, could transmit intelli- 
gence from Paris to other cities rapidly. But this invention was 
monopolized by the State and moreover ceased to operate wlien 
darkness or rain came on. 

Into this world of small industries and limited commerce came 
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the revolutionary steam engine, destined to effect an economic 
transformation unparalleled in the history of the race. It was 
applied to industry, then to commerce. First employed in mining, 
it was earl}^ adopted by the manufacturers of cotton and woolen 
goods to give the force for the inventions of Crompton and 
Arkwright and Hargreaves and Cartwright, inventions which 
succeeded each other ra])idly after 1767, and which completely 
revolutionized one of the world’s basic industries, the manufacture 
of textiles. 

The making of cloth consists of two main processes, first the 
spinning of the tliread out of the raw material, cotton, wool, or 
flax, then the weaving of the thread into a solid fabric, cloth. 
Tlie art of spinning had been known for ages, but it had not 
greatly developed. With the distaff and spindle, or with the spin- 
ning wheel, a person could make a thread, but he could only make 
one thread at a time. In V737 J^mes Hargreayes, an English 
s}: inner, invented the so-called spinning jen n y y ^ hic li enabled him 
to make eight or ten tlireads at once, thus doing the work of 
eight or ten men. In 1769 Ric hard Arkwright inyented a “.water 
fnunc ” or a machine which spun a stronger and firmer thread 
and wliich, moreover, was immensely more productive as it was 
run by water power instead of by hand or foot. But Arkwright’s 
machines were so heavy that they had to be installed in special 
buildings or factories. Later inventions resulted in machines 
spinning two liundred threads at the same time. At this rate 
spinning outdistanced weaving and improvements must be made 
in the j)rocesses of weaving or this enormous increase in the out- 
])ut of thread could not be utilized. The crying need produced 
the man to solve it. Jir* Edmund Cartwright, a clergyman, con- 
structed a self-acting loom, run by water power, and increasing 
greatly tlie raj)idity with which weaving could be done. 

Since these revolutionary innovations of the eighteenth century 
in the arts of spinning and weaving other inventions too numerous 
to mention liave been made, perfecting and facilitating every 
[)art of the general process of textile manufacture. A single 
inachinc now does the work which formerly required the labor of 
a hundred or two hundred men. 

What was thus accomplished in the textile industries was later 
accomplished in others, particularly in the manufacture of iron. 
Wherever possible the machine was substituted for the human 
being. A single individual could tend many machines and thus 
several other individuals were released for other work. The pro- 
ductive power of the race was greatly, in some lines fabulously, 
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augmented. It was inevitable that these improved processes 
would be applied on a larger and larger scale and to more and 
|nore branches of activity and that the grand total of manu- 
/ffactured articles would exceed the wildest imaginations of men. 

But no sooner did machines become common than it was seen 
that a new motive force was necessary to run them. They were 
usually too heavy to be operated by human strength, by the 
arm or by the foot. Moreover wind and water power were 
restricted in amount and were precarious. The wind might cease, 
the river might run dry. The new industry that was developing 
needed a new motive force, always procurable, inexhaustible in 
amount, and capable of easy regulation. This new force was, 
as already indicated, at hand, — steam, now rendered available 
for the new and enormous work by the inventions of tTames Watt. 
The steam engine became the center of the modern factory 
system of production, the throbbing heart of every industry. 
The machine superseded the hand of man as the chief element 
in production, increasing the output ultimately in certain lines 
a hundred, even a thousand-fold. Domestic industry waned and 
^ disappeared. Manufacturing became concentrated in large 
establishments employing hundreds of men, and ultimately 
i thousands. 

But there was a limit imposed upon the utility of the steam 
engine in industry. Production on the large scale involved neces- 
sarily two other factors — larger sources of supply from which 
I to draw the raw materials, larger markets for the finished prod- 
ucts. Right here the inadequate means of communication called 
halt. The necessity for improvement was imperative. A single 
illustration is sufficient evidence. The port of Liverpool and the 
great manufacturing city of Manchester were separated by 
only about thirty miles. Three canals connected tlicm, yet traffic 
on them was so congested that it sometimes took a month for 
cotton to reach the factories from the sea. The new machine 
industry was in danger of strangulation. 

The steam engine, applied to locomotion, came to the rescue 
of the steam engine applied to looms and spindles. And first 
to locomotion on water. Fulton’s steamboat, the Clermont, 
leaving New York August 7, 1807, arrived at Albany, a hundred 
and fifty miles distant, in thirty-two hours. The practicability 
of steam navigation was thus, after much experimenting, defi- 
nitely established. But steam navigation only slowly eclipsed 
navigation by sail. In 1814 there were only two steamers, with 
a tonnage of 426 tons, in the whole British Empire. In 1816 
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Liverpool, which now has the largest steam fleet in existence, did 
not have a single steamer. It is impossible here to trace the 
growth of this method of locomotion. Its expansion was reason- 
ably rapid. It was at first thought impossible to construct ships 
large enough to carry sufl5cient coal for long voyages. It was 
not.until 1838 tliat a ship relying solely upon steam propulsion 
crossed the Atlantic Ocean. The Great Western^ a British 
vessel, ^ailedLfxpm Bristol to New York in fiftee n days, to the 
discomfiture of those who were at that very moment showing the 
impossibility of such a feat. It was proved by fluxionary 
calculus,” wrote Carlyle, that steamers could never get across 
from the farthest point of Ireland to the nearest of Newfound- 
land; impelling force, resisting force, maximum here, minimum 
there; by law of nature, and geometric demonstration; — what 
could be done? The Great Western could weigh anchor from 
Bristol Port; that could be done. The Great Western, bounding 
safe through the gullets of the Hudson, tlirew her cable out on 
the capstan of New York, and left our still moist paper demon- 
stration to dry itself at leisure.” The experimental stage w^ 
over. In 1840, Samuel Cunard, a native of Nova Scotia, living 
in England, founded the first regular transatlantic steamship 
line, tlius raising his name out of obscurity forever. In 1847 
the Hainburg-American, in 1857 the North German Lloyd, in 
1862 the French lines began their notable careers, ultimately 
constituting veritable fleets and serving all parts of the globe.^^^ 
But more important still was the application of steam to 
locomotion on land, the invention of the railroad. This, like 
most inventions, was a slow growth. In the mines and quarries 
of h]ngland carts had for some time been drawn on rails made 
at first of wood, later of iron. It was found that horses could 
thus draw much heavier loads, the friction of the wheel being 
reduced. The next step was to substitute the steam engine for 
the horse. Several men were studying this problem in the early 
nineteenth century. William Hedley, chief engineer of a colliery 
near Newcastle, constructed in 1813 a locomotive, Puffing 
which worked fairly well. The significance of George Stepheffi' 
son lies in the fact that by his inventions and improvements, ex-| 
tending through many years, he made it actually cheaper ,”| 
to use his own words, “ for tlie poor man to go by steam thani 
to walk.’^ His first locomotive, constructed in 1814, proved^ 
capable of hauling coal at the rate of three miles an hour, but 
at such a rate was not commercially valuable. He perfected his 
machine by increasing the power of the boiler so that the Rocket 
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was able to make thirty miles an hour at the opening of the 
Liverpool and Manchester railway in 1830. The experimental 
stage was over. The railway was a proved success. Construe- 
tion began forthwith and has continued ever since. The de- 
velopment of the new means of locomotion has proceeded with 
the development of chemistry, metallurgy, mechanics, engineering, 
electricity. Rails have been constantly improved, locomotives 
augmented in drawing power, bridges flung over rivers and 
ravines, tunnels cut through mountains. Navigation, too, has 
had its record of triumph. Steamships, plying regularly and 
in all directions, have become larger and larger, swifter and 
swifter, more and more numerous. Traveling and transportation 
have thus been revolutionized by methods entirely dissimilar from 
those in existence during all the previous history of mankind. 
They represent not a difference of degree, but of kind. 

The Industrial Revolution, begun in the closing quarter of 
the eighteenth century, and resting on these inventions, has been 
in progress ever since. It had progressed far in England 
by the time of the overthrow of Napoleon and it had 
been one of the causes of England’s final victory because 
of the great increase in wealth which it had brought her. 
This union of machinery with steam power multiplied tremen- 
dously the resources of mankind. Gradually the new 
methods, the new system of production, have been introduced 
into other countries, first into France, after 1815, and later into 
Germany. There were several important consequences of the 
new system, some of which have already been indicated. 

The Industrial Revolution meant a change from home work to 
-XiMtorv work. Previously spinning, weaving, and other indus- 
tries had been carried on in homes or in small shops, and fre- 
quently all the members of the family, not only the men but the 
women and the children, had taken part in the process. The head 
of the group himself owned the tools outright, bought the raw 
materials, and marketed the produce. It was truly a domestic 
[system ” of manufacture, offering in general no great rewards, 
jbut insuring on the whole, a sound and healthy life under c.ondr- 
ftions favorable for the development of mind and body. Under the 
new system, the workers must leave home for the day’s labor, were 
gathered together in large numbers in factories which were at first 
poorly ventilated and poorly lighted, and were frequentl'y exposed 
to conditions that endangered health. Tliey no longer owned their 
own shops and tools, for the new factories were too large, the 
new machines too expensive, for any but the rich to own. Thus 



THE FACTORY SYSTEM OF PRODUCTION 


59 


the independent worker became a wage earner, selling his labor 
to another, and forced to sell it, if he would avoid starvation. 
Under the factory system women and children became competitors 
of the men, as they could tend the macliines in most industries 
as well as the men, and would accept lower wages. 
location of the family from the home to the factory brought wltlii 
it many evils and abuses, as did also the long liours of labor,' 
and the frequent lack of employment, owing to causes wliicli the 
worker could not control, such as bad management of the busi- 
ness or glutting of tlie market. An entirely new set of problems 
arose out of the factory system, problems which will appear 
frequently in the course of this narrative, some of which have 
been solved more or less satisfactorily. Others await solution^ 

Of course- tli^greai. advantage oX the factory s^^stem is that 
it has enabled men to produce in immensely greater quantities 
tlie necessities and comforts and even tlie luxuries of life. The 
application of machinery to production, in agriculture, in manu- 
facture, in transportation, has increased vastly the quantity and 
reduced the price of most commodities. Many products which 
only the well-to-do could formerly enjoy are now within the * 
reach of the millions. The plane of living lias been distinctly 
raised, but the higher standard begets a desire for a standard 
higlier still. 

But while this was and is the great advantage of the new system 
of production, its disadvantages to all but a few were more ap- 
parent in the eighteenth and early nineteenth century. By dif- 
ferentiating more sharply than they had been differentiated before 
tlie two classes engaged in tlie process of production, namely 
the vvage. earners and tlie capitalists, the factory system raised 
a large number of difficult, contentious questions concerning the 
relations of capital and labor, questions which have preoccuj)ied 
and perplexed the world for a full century and whose solutions 
is not yet in sight. By collecting together in large factories' 
liundreds and even thousands of men, women, and children, who 
had previously worked in small shops or at home, it created grave 
problems concerning the health and morals and mental develop- 
ment of the workers. By bringing the workers together it caused 
them to know each other better, to sympathize more with eacm 
other, and it inevitably led them to organize into unions for the| 
protection and furtherance of their collective and individual in$| 
terests. By bringing about a more and more minute subdivision' 
of labor, eighty or a hundred persons, for instance, being em- 
ployed in making the different parts of a shoe where formerly 
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under the old sjstein of hand labor the shoemaker made the 
entire shoe, the factpjr^-JS^^^mJxas g^atly. multiplied tl^^ 

the. dexterity of the individual laborer, who, 
however, repeating the same motions over and over again finds 
his work less interesting, more tedious — which is one of the 
, reasons why he demands a shorter working day. But by increas- 
ing the output it has reduced prices and brought many com- 
modities within the reach of tlie laboring man which previously 
W£re quite beyond it. By buildiiig-Aip. large factory towns, by 
encouraging emigration from the country to the city, the factory 
iystem has affected municipal life profoundly, introducing new 
factors into politics, both local and national. Many were the 
good features of the new industrial regime, many the evil. That 
regime has gone on steadily developing ever since it was intro- 
duced in the eigliteenth century for the reason that it off'ered 
more to humanity than the system it displaced. But on the 
otlier hand the undeniable evils which it brought in its train 
have aroused a more and more determined and more and more 
widespread discontent and opposition, and a prolonged, varied, 
and increasingly successful campaign against those evils has 
been, as we shall sec, one of tlic conspicuous features of modern 
history. 

The description that has just been given of the nature and the 
progress of that industrial revolution wliich, within a century 
and a half, transformed tlie conditions of life in Europe and in 
America and, to some extent, in other continents, is too brief 
fully to explain the amazing phenomenon. So rapid a presenta- 
tion of a complex subject has the merit, it is hoped, of bringing 
out in high relief, its more significant and cliaracteristic fea- 
tures, of emphasizing, as it should be emphasized, the all-per- 
vasive, epoch-making character of the change, but it errs 
necessarily in the direction of an undue simplification of multi- 
tudinous facts and of social and economic interrelations which 
are most intricate and sometimes more or less obscure. Obvi- 
ously justice cannot be done within the space of a single 
chapter to a subject which would require a volume for 
its proper and adequate treatment. In the interest, therefore, 
of a fuller comprehension, of a more precise appreciation of 
one of the mighty movements in the annals of the race it is 
desirable to consider somewhat further a few of its more salient 
aspects. 

In the first place the very term. Industrial Revolution, may 
be misleading. That term was first used by Blanqui, a French 
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socialist, in 1837, with the evident intention of indicating as 
complete a break with the past of mankind in the economic sphere 
as the French Revolution indicated in the realm of politics and 
law and government. French Revolution, Industrial Revolution, 
these in Blanqui’s opinion, tliese and all that they connote are 
the two great facts of modern history, differentiating the nine- 
teenth century sliarply from all the centuries that had gone 
before, and creating a distinctly new civilization. The term was 
later adopted By Arnold Toynbee (1852-1883), an Finglish social 
reformer and economist, as a title for a book, which was pub- 
lished after his death and which effectively described the mo- 
mentous change in economic thought and method. The term 
lias become popular and is definitely lodged in contemporary 
usage. Moreover, it possesses the merit, after all, of being sub- 
stantially accurate. But the word revolution means in the minds 
of most people something sudden, violent, and quite swift, soon 
over. The Industrial Revolution does not at all conform to this 
conception. This movement might more properly be called In- 
dustrial It was not sudden, only its most striking 

manifestations occurred within the brief span of a few decades. 
It had its beginnings over two centuries ago, its period of great 
acceleration in the reign of George III, and it ought properly to 
be understood as continuing throughout the whole of the nine- 
teenth century. Each one of the inventors mentioned above had 
had many jirecursors and was to have innumerable successors, all 
of whom contributed, obscurely or conspicuously, to the new de- 
velojnnent. The Industrial Revolution was a long, slow process 
of change, beginning obscureh^ we cannot say precisely when, 
and only ending recently, if indeed it has ended yet. However, 
having indicated the necessary corrective, we will not quarrel 
further with the accepted terminology. 

Another fact to be constantly borne in mind is that this In- 
dustrial Revolution, this remarkable series of changes in indus- 
trial processes and organization, did not occur at the same tinie 
in all countries and in some it has not even yet occurred. It 
began in England, but it was forty years or more before it ap- 
peared in the United States and France, sixty years before it 
affected Germany and many more before it began the transforma- 
tion of Japan. The rate of growth and the character of the 
growth have not been uniform throughout the world. 

In considering this subject of the Industrial Revolutiorf 
a ])reliminarv question naturally arises. Why was it that 
tins change occurred first in England.^ Beca use all the 
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factors faynr iible^~^to — djiiJaga,_were there, and did 

not exist, in the same combination, in any other country. 
During the seventeenth and early part of the eighteenth centuries 
commerce, rather than agriculture or manufacturing, had been 
the vjutstanding feature of English economic life. Shipbuilding 
was the most famous English industry and, when Peter the Great 
visited England, it was that which most attracted his attention. 
Great were the international conflicts generated in that age by 
the rivalry for the carrying trade. England was a great im- 
porting and exporting country. Importing tobacco, tea, coffee, 
sugar, cotton, rice and otlier commodities which slie could not 
produce, she was forced to pay for them by exports, and her ex- 
ports were chiefly woolen goods, and later cotton. English 
woolens had long been famous and formed a lucrative branch of 
the national economy. When Englishmen spoke of the staple 
trade, they meant the woolen trade. The Lord Chancellor of 
i England sits upon a woolsack, said to have been placed in the 
.House of Lords in the reign of Edward III as a symbol, lest the 
peers forget the importance to the nation of this particular 
I'industry. 

But if the staple trade of England had long been this trade 
in wool, a usurper of tliis historic primacy was growing up, which 
was ultimately to become king — cotton. Cotton had from time 
immemorial been used in the Orient, in India, in China. 
Herodotus, who lived in the fifth century before Christ, informs 
us that there are trees which grow wild there [in India] the 
fruit of which is a wool surpassing in beauty and excellence that 
of sheep.” But while cotton was known in the earliest ages in 
Asia and in America, it did not become an article of clothing 
in Europe until the modern period. The Middle Ages dressed 
in silk or linen or wool. The English, according to a leading 
English historian, were the last people in Europe to introduce the 
j manufacture of cotton goods into their own homes. Its progress 
iWas slow indeed, hampered at every step by the jealousy of 
I established rivals, who had their influence in Parliament, the 
‘ manufacturers of woolen, silk, and linen goods. Moreover, the 
so-called cotton cloths that came gradually to be made in Eng- 
land were not solely of cotton, but were a mixture of wool or 
linen and cotton, the reason being that no Englishman was able 
to produce a cotton thread strong enough to serve as the warp. 

In the middle of the eighteenth century,” says Walpole, “ a 
piece of cotton cloth, in the true sense of the term, had never 
been made in England.” A century later the manufacture of 
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cotton was England’s leading industry. It is interesting to dis- 
cover why. 

Keeping in mind the fact that England had long been at home 
upon the ocean, that she had long had a thriving carrying trade, 
that she understood the art of navigation as did no other nation, 
tliat within her spacious and far-flung empire she had long been 
busy exchanging the products of her native industry for the 
products of the colonies, the reader should recall the tremendous 
expansion of the British* Empire in the eighteenth century and 
should seek to grasp its vast significance. From 1701 to 1815 
England was fre(juently at war, and, contrary to a more or less 
})rcvalont idea, war is sometimes highly profitable. In the midd]^ 
of the eighteenth century England acquired India and Canada! 
and the harvest which she reaped from the Napoleonic wars wa^ 
considerable and valuable. Vast new areas were opened to her] 
traders ; her mercantile marine, her carrying trade developodj 
rapidly, and were susceptible of far greater development, if only| 
her home industries should be equal to the increased deman^ 
The new opportunities beckoning from every direction consti- 
tuted the challenge to the domestic producers to improve their 
])rocessGS in order to enlarge their output and thus to assure the 
superiority which England enjoyed in tlie markets of the world. 
Here we have at least a partial explanation of that remarkable 
series of inventions described above which multiplied so many 
times England’s industrial productivity. The inventive qualities 
of the human mind respond to stimulus as do the other qualities, 
and no stimulus could be greater than that which lay in the situ- 
ation which confronted England, great riches within grasp if only 
the mechanical means could be provided that would enable her 
to grasp them. When men seek an end intently they frequently 
find the means to attain it, and the case of England in the 
eighteenth century was no exception to the rule. The ingenuity 
of John Hargreaves, who began life as a poor weaver, of Richard 
Arkwright, who began it as a barber’s apprentice, of Samuel 
Crompton, who while yet a boy lost his father and was forced 
to contribute to the family resources by spinning yarn, of Edmund 
Cartwriglit, an obscure country clergyman, of James Watt, 
a mathematical instrument maker of Glasgow, and of many 
others who preceded and who followed them, each contributing 
something to the stupendous whole, enabled Great Britain to meet 
the unrivalled opportunity, by revolutionizing, by modernizing, 
by enormously enlarging and energizing her woolen and cotton 
and other industries, by fabulously increasing their output so 



64 


THE INDUSTRIAL REVOLUTION 


that the needs of an exj)anding empire, of a growing carrying 
trade, of a world-wide commerce could be as easily satisfied as 
local or national needs had been satisfied under the previous 
conditions. 

But beside the ingenuity a^ of her. pCQ.ple another 

reason why Pmgland was the predestined birthplace of the In- 
dustrial Revolution lay in her, natural resourciis. If numerous 
and elaborate machines were henceforth to supplant the few and 
simple ones which had previously sufficed for industry, new 
materials were necessary and those materials proved to be coal 
and iron. Not that coal and iron had never been known, had 
never been used before, but their use had been limited and diffi- 
cult. The steam engine demanded coal in quantity if it was to 
give the force necessary for the new industry and transportation. 
The steam engine also, and the new and heavy machines, de- 
manded iron. These commodities England possessed in appar- 
ently inexhaustible quantities and in happy juxtaposition, so that 
the co-operation of the two could be effected under the most 
-favorable, most economical conditions, '^le age of steam was 
destined to be an age of coal and iron. These two elements were 
to exert the most obvious and profound influence upon the de- 
velopment and the relations of nations all through the nineteenth 
century and after, an influence which w^e shall be at pains to 
point out as this narrative proceeds. The extent to w^hich the 
various industries have been developed in different countries has 
been determined, in a very large degree, by the natural resources 
of those countries. And the primacy of coal and iron among 
those resources has been abundantly demonstrated. Any one 
living under the shadow^ of the memories of the World War must 
be vividly conscious of their significance in determining the fate 
of nations, in shaping the issues of history. 

Suffice it to say here that in the north of England lay large 
deposits of coal and iron, comj)aratively untapped. Hitherto 
her southern counties had been the most populous and most in- 
dustrious part of England. Now, as a result of the new type 
of industrialism, J:he path of empire was to take its way north- 
, ward. Yorkshire, Lancashire, were to enter into their own, ^rc 
to Kecome the hives of industry, the busy haunts of men. The 
southern and eastern counties had been the manufacturing centers 
of the nation as long as iron had been smelted with 'wood and 
^ not with coal, because there were the great forests which, how- 
ever, were becoming exhausted. But now that coal was sub- 
stituted for wood the industries of the nation migrated to the 
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region where coal and iron were near neighbors. And, be it said 
in passing, the clim ate of south that region 

the home of the new cotton industry, because it furnished the 
moisture necessary to certain of its processes. The successful 
utilization of coal and the construction of the varied machines 
required for the new industry necessitated an enormous develop- 
ment of tlie science of metallurgy. Tlie metal industries of 
modern England owe tlieir predominance to the requirements of 
the new type of manufacture. Coal for the engines, iron f<^ 
the engines and the tools, iron in increasingly finer, stronger 
forms, such as the steel made by the Bessemer process dis- 
covered in 1856, these have been the two basic factors of the 
present industrial system, of large-scale manufacturing. They^ 
have also tended to concentrate industry in those districts where 
the two factors co-exist, in Northern England, in Northern 
France, in Westplialia, along tlie river Ruhr, and in Silesia. 
Expanding mar ke^ts. resulting from an expanding empire, com-i 
mercial^^iahges, mechanical inventions, natural resources, afll 
these factors favorable to change existed in the England of the 
closing eighteenth century and did not exist in a similar combina- 
tion in any other country. Hence English leadership in the 
new industrial era. 

Some of tlie consecjuences of the new industrial system began 
to show themselves (juite early, while others were late in appear- 
ing. Because coal and iron lay side by side in Northern England, 
there waj^ a shifting of pojiulation, as already stated, from the 
southern coinrfTes wliich had hitherfo jdayed tlie leading role 
in English history. With this shifting in population went a 
corresponding shifting of political power, as we shall see more 
clearly when wo take uj) the great political struggles of the 
second quarter of the nineteenth century. Read Macaulay ^s 
famous third chapter if you wish to get a panoramic view of 
Old England before the changes occurred that created the New 
England of Macaulay’s own time, which was the first sixty years 
of the nineteenth century and in which the seeds now being widely 
sown came to a rich and full fruition. And read that distin- 
guished historian’s parliamentary speeches in 1831 if you wish to 
see what changes a shifting and a growth of population rendered 
necessary,^ in the orator’s opinion, in the time-honored institu- 
tions of the land. The cities of Northern England, which grew 
rapidly in size under the stimulus of the new industrial develop- 
ment, would not be content permanently to remain unrepre- 
^<‘nted in the English Parliament while decayed boroughs, whose 
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population had dwindled almost to the point of complete extinc- 
tion, continued to send up each two members to the House of 
Commons. Politic al emancipati on was to be one of the results 

of the Industrial Revolution. ~ 

'“‘^'"ctmsplcuous featur^" of the new industrial system was 
the specialization it in troduced into the processes of manufac- 
tiiniig. Tim specialization has tended steadily to become more 
and more pronounced. Under the old system labor was little 
divided or specialized. Now it is divided and sub-divided until 
scores of individuals are involved in the fabrication of a shoe 
or a watch, each worker making only a single and restricted 
contribution to the finislied article. An English historian has 
summarized as follows some of the results: ‘‘ Not only have most 
workers but one kind of work; that work becomes a smaller and 
smaller part of increasingly complex industrial processes ; and 
concentration thereon makes it more and more difficult for the 
vrorker to turn to other labor, if his employment fails. The 
§pecialist^s lack of all-round capacity is natural and notorious. 
Hence most serious results follow the slightest dislocation of 
national economy. This specialization has also important 
psychological effects. A farmer, with his varied outdoor occupa- 
tions, feels little craving for relief and relaxation. The factory 
hand, with his attention riveted for hours at a stretch on the 
wearisome iteration of machinery, requires recreation and dis- 
traction; naturally he is a prey to unwholesome stimulants, such 
as drinks .hettihg or the yellow press. The more educated and 
morally restrained, however, seek intellectual stimulus, and the 
modern popular demand for culture arises largely from the need 
of something to relieve the grey monotony of industrial 
labor.” ^ 

“Not only do individuals specialize, but different regions of 
a nation specialize, and even nations themselves do the same. 
Specialization means interdependence. If England gives her 
main attention to manufacturing certain things for which she 
possesses particular advantages, then she must rely on other 
nations for the tilings she does not produce. Her prosperity 
depends upon tlie co-operation in exchange of other nations, 
and if that co-operation fails, or threatens to fail, her situation 
may become critical or desperate. As a matter of fact industrial 
England must sell her jiroducts to foreigners if she is to live and 
must also buy from them necessary raw materials and food 


1 Pollard, History of England, 197. 
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supplies. But whether the foreigners will either buy or sell is for 
the foreigners themselves to decide. 

What is true of England is also true, in greater or less degree, 
of other nations which have experienced the transforming touch 
of the Industrial Revolution. It is obvious, therefore, that that 
revolution has brought witli it certain acute problems in intei^^ 
national relations from which the old system which it has disj/ 
placed was relatively free. 

Tlie Industrial Revolution has had another consequence. It 
lias led to the growth of cities, one of the striking features of 
the modern age. The convenience of having similar industries 
in close proximity caused this growth. From the social point 
of view this is perliaps the most important aspect of the 
Industrial Revolution, this extraordinary increase of urban 
population and consequent growing desertion of the country. In 
most of the leading nations today tlie majority or a large 
minority of the population is to be found in cities. In Great 
Britain more than two-thirds of the j)eople now live in cities of 
10,000 or more inliabitarits. The rise of these big industrial < 
centers has been accompanied by numerous evils, such as obj4;tc-/ 
tionable housing conditions, slums, bad sanitation, defectiyej 
water supply, poor policing. The develojnnent of the factoryjj 
system, the requirements of machine production on a large scale 
have made tlie modern city, but they have also revealed the fact 
that human beings cannot be crownled together in enormous ag- 
gregations without serious menace to body and soul. If the 
majority of men must live in cities tliey will not be content 
unless they can live tliere decently and with due regard to 
health. Now in the early decades of the nineteenth century tlie 
demoralization of municipal life w^as extreme. Great masses of 
men lived under conditions that wore a disgrace to civilization. 
Huddled together in crowded and desolate habitations, with little 
knowledge of the most elementary principles of economics andj 
hygiene, they w^erc necessarily expovsed to all the diseases anoi 
vices and dangerous influences that flourish in such environmcnt|| 
nie old forms of municipal government were found totally in- 
* adequate to the situation. The capacit y of men to produce 
commodities, their ability to exploit as never before the forces 
of nature had outrun their powers of social organization*' 
Municipaf reform was destined to be one of the insistent andl 
perplexing problems of the nineteenth century, a challenge to itsfj 
intelligence and good will. The attempts to eradicate these 
evils constitute a long and important chapter in social history. 
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Gradually a long scries of laws has in certain respects trans- 
formed urban life, one of the characteristic products of the 
Industrial Revolution. 

The Industrial Revolution lias contributed enormously^ to 
imman progress^ but, as Lecky says, human progress rarely means 
fnor^^an a surplus of advantages over evils. Now the evils 
which accompanied the rapid growth of manufactures were very 
great and were, at the outset, more striking than the advantages. 
It is an unquestionable advantage that a large part of the diffi- 
cult and dangerous work of the world is now done by machines 
; which would otherwise have to be done by men. It is also an 
^ advantage that this relief can continue as long as science and its 
practical applications continue to develop. Modern industrial- 
ism shows increasingly its close dependence upon science and also 
increasingly contributes to the development of science. The In- 
dustrial Revolution has vastly augmented production and em- 
ployment. Millions and millions of men have by it been en- 
abled to live who otherwise could not possibly have subsisted with 
the more primitive tools at tiieir disposal. 

But there is another side to the story. That Revolution made 
sharper the division between capitalists and wage-earners ; the 
former were few, the latter many. The conflict between labor 
and capital, of which we hear so much to-day, is certainly nothing 
new in the world and is not the product of the Industrial Revo- 
lution. Tliat conflict can be observed at the very dawn of his- 
tory. From time immemorial and in all lands the greatest dif- 
ferences have existed between individuals, in wealth, in social 
power, in happiness. The well-being of the w^orking classes has, 
indeed, been demonstrably much improved by the inventions of 
the past two centuries and the new type of industry which those 
inventions have introduced into the world. But a period of 
transition from an old system of society to a new one is always 
painful and always exacts its tribute of human sacrifice. Many 
who are accustomed to the old system and who have been trained 
for it arc not required by the new or cannot adapt themselves 
to it. Unemployment, discouragement, poverty, distress ensue. 
A machine almost by definition throws people out of work be- 
cause a machine does the work of several men. In the end it 
I creates employment on a greater scale than ever, but there is 
!an intervening period when it does the contrary, and tlie evidence 
I is overwhelming that the closing years of the eighteenth and the 
.opening years of the nineteenth centuries were very costly in 
ihuman suffering. 
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These undoubted and grave evils liavc often been depicted by 
historians and should not be forgotten. But they have often 
been presented as forming a tragic contrast to the times that 
Iiad gone before. The idealizing instinct of man is unconquerable, 
and the two things which he is prone to paint in more glowing 
colors than they deserve are the past and the future, to tlic 
lamentable disadvantage of tlie present. But it may reasonably 
be expected that at least the student of history shall keep himself 
free from this illusion. He should leave this particular infirm- 
ity to the reformer. Macaulay tells us that one of the character- 
istics of the seventeenth century was “ the bitter cry of labor 
against capital,” that in that century the employment of children 
in industry prevailed to an extent which, in proportion to the 
number of persons employed in manufacturing, would in the nine- 
teenth century seem almost incredible, that the number of men, 
women and children receiving poor relief was greater in the former 
century than in the latter. The background against which the 
modern age is to be viewed was anything but fair and golden. 
The difference between the seventeenth century and the nineteenth^ 
is that what shocked the latter did not shock the former. The 
more carefully we examine the history of the past,” says 
Macaulay, the more reason shall we find to dissent from those 
who imagine that our ago has been fruitful of new social evils. 
The truth is that the evils are, with scarcely an exception, old. 
That wliich is new is the intelligence which discerns and tl^- 
humanity which remedies them.” 

There is another fact that should be borne in mind in our 
effort to form a just and balanced judgment of the advantages 
and disadvantages of the new^ industrial system. Many writers 
have uncritically and undiscriminatingly ascribed to the indus- 
trial revolution evils whose causes sliould be sought elsewhere. 
Labor conditions were, in all conscience, bad enough in England 
in 1815, but they were worse in other countries in which no 
trace of the Industrial Revolution was to be seen. Writers on 
this subject frequently overlook the history of that period, ex- 
amine the evils, apart from their setting, and thus leave a false 
•impression. The truth is that the long Revolutionary and 
Napoleonic wars had destroyed much accumulated wealth and 
had impoverished Europe. The widespread misery of the working 
classes is hirgely to be ascribed to that. Pmgland, indeed, came 
through that quarter century of wars in better condition than 
her neighbors on the Continent, and she came through better 
largely because of the Industrial Revolution itself, which had 
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developed her manufactures to an unprecedented degree and had 
enabled her to replace the wastage of the wars with unusual 
rapidity. 

With these reservations, however, witli this caution against 
the tendency to idealize the economic system which existed 
before the rise of the factory system, it must be admitted tliat the 
new system spelled misery for multitudes. The gain in produc- 
tive power was undoubted but the gravity of the new social 
(problems was equally undoubted. Among those evils were wide- 
1 spread unemployment, low wages for those fortunate enough to 
I get work, sordid and indecent conditions of living of people herded 
together promiscuously in mushroom cities and in habitations 
unworthy of the name, and particularly the employment under 
barbarous conditions of women and children. All these and an 
alarming prevalence of drunkenness and vice, were formidable 
^nd repellant blotches upon tlie picture. But evils generate a 
desire for their cure. All the great sources of human suffer- 
ing,” says John Stuart ilill, who has been correctly character- 
ized as a temperate optimist and a wise social reformer, are in a 
great degree, many of them entirely, conquerable by human care 
and effort.” Some of the efforts which have been made to har- 
monize the new industrial order with the requirements of the best 
social thought and feeling of an age progressively enlightened 
and exacting will be described in the pages that are to follow. 

Renouncing any attempt to describe this great change in 
history which is summarized under the title of the Industrial 
Revolution and which has meant indisputably a larger and fuller 
life for the race we may close this cha])tcr with the opinion of a 
distinguished French pliilosopher, M. Bergson : 

“ A century has elapsed since the invention of the steam engine 
and we are only just beginning to feel the depths of tlie shock 
it gave us. But the revolution it has effected in industry has 
nevertheless upset human relations altogether. New ideas are 
arising, new feelings are on the way to flower. In thousands of 
years, when, seen from the distance, only broad lines of the 
present age will be visible, our wars and our revolutions will 
count for little, but the steam engine and the procession of > 
jinventions which accompanied it, will perhaps be spoken of as we 
tepeak of the bronze or chipped stone of pre-historic times; it 
^will serve to define an age.” 



CHAPTER V 

FRANCE DURING THE RESTORATION 
THE REIGN OF LOUIS XVIII 


No country in Europe Imd undergone between 1789 and 181*5 
so sweeping and so vital a transformation as liad France, the 
birthplace of that famous Revolution which takes its name from 
lu‘r. Institutions, feelings, aspirations, mental outlook of a 
kind quite new in Europe, had been adopted by millions of French- 
men as a new evangel. Much had been irrevocably destroyed 
by that Revolution, much had been created, much had been merely 
sketclied. It remained for the nineteenth century to fill in this 
outline. The old form of society to which France had been 
accustomed for centuries was gone and a type new to Europe, of 
ininiense proselytizing power, had been unfolded. The old had 
been one of privileged classes. The new was democratic. The 
three great institutions, agencies of the privileged few, which had 
long weighed down with paralyzing effect upon the mass of 
Frenchmen, the monarchy, the nobility, and the church, had been 
brought into subjection to the people, had been weakened im- 
measurably as controlling forces in the life of modern France. 
France had made a passionate effort to free herself from all 
forms of aristocracy, temporal and ecclesiastical. France in 
181/) was by far the most democratic country in Europe, in her 
feelings, her thoughts, her customs, and her institutions. 

T^hese changes had, however, not been brought about by the 
unanimous consent of the French people. The old privileged 
classes were, from the very nature of the case, sworn enemies of 
the new order which had been erected at their expense, and it 
Has precisely because men were not agreed as to the permanence 
of ihe principles and decisions of the Revolution that the contest 
between the adherents of the old and the su})porters of the new 
was to be carried over into the new era, and indeed still continues. 
I'lie war of opinions which began with the Revolution was not 
ended in 1796 or in 1815, nor has it entirely ended yet, for the 
reason that not all Frenchmen have at any time been ready to 
accept the present fact, the status quo, but have tried repeatedly 
h) re-open the discussion, and to modify, if not to reverse, the 
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decision. This warfare is tlie warp and woof of French history 
in the nineteentli century. 

One thing, however, was settled at the outset. The old regime 
was not to be restored. The Bourbons recovered the right to 
^rule only on condition tliat their monarchy should be a constitu- 
tional one. Tlie Allies who, as the phrase ran, had brought 
back tlie Bourbons in their baggage,” insisted on this, believing 
it the only means of assuring the continuance of their rule, and 
Louis XVIII, rather than have a constitution forced upon him 
by the representatives of the French people, granted one him- 
self. This procedure had the manifest advantage for him that 
he did not appear to receive his throne from the people on con- 
ditions imposed by them, that he did not at all recognize the 
revolutionary principle of popular sovereignty, that he appeared 
to rule solely by right of birth, by divine right, as had his ances- 
tors. In the plenitude of his powers he would graciously grant 
certain privileges to his people. The monarchical principle 
would remain unblemished. Consequently, on his first return to 
France in 1814, he issued the most famous document connected 
with his name, the Constitutional Charter, which, suspended later 
during the Hundred Days, was revived in 1815 and remained in 
force until 1848, under three kings, Louis XVIII (1815-1824), 
Charles X (1824-1880), and Louis Philippe (1830-1848), only 
altered in some details In 1830 as a result of the revolution of 
that year. 

By this act tlie King decreed that his own person should be 
inviolable, that his ministers might be impeached by the chambers, 
that he alone should possess all executive power, that he should 
command tlie army and navy, declare war, make treaties, and 
appoint to all positions in the public services ; that the legislative 
power should be exercised by himself and a legislature consisting 
of two houses, a Chamber of Peers and a Chamber of Deputies; 
•that the king alone should propose all laws ; that they theny 
should be discussed by tlie eliambers and accepted or rejected 
according to tlieir desire, but not amended save with his consent/ 
If he should not propose a law desired by the chambers they 
might petition him to do so and might suggest the provision.^ 
they would like to see it contain, but if the king should reject 
this petition it should not be again presented during the same 
session. No tax could be levied without the consent of they' 
chambers. 

The Chamber of Peers was to be appointed by the king for 
life, or for hereditary transmission, as he might see fit. Its 
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.^sessions were to be secret. The Chamber of Deputies was to 
consist of representatives chosen for a period of five jears. The 
suffrage was carefully restricted by an age and property 
^qualification. Only those who were at least thirty years of age 
find paid at least three hundred francs in direct taxes should 
have tlie right to vote for deputies, and only those were eligible 
\o become deputies who were forty years of age or over and 
j)aid a direct tax of at least one thousand francs. These pro- 
visions were very favorable to the wealthy. Indeed, they made 
^the chambijr a plutocratic body. Tlicre were less than 100,000 
voters in France out of a population of 29,000,000, and not 
more than 12,000 were eligible to become deputies. 

The Charter proclaimed the equality of all Frenchmen, yet 
only a petty minority were given the right to participate in the 
government of tlie country. France was still in a political' 
sense a land of privilege, only privilege was no longer based on 
birth but on fortune. Nevertheless, this was a more liberal form 
of government than slie had ever had under Napoleon, and was 
(he most liberal to be seen in FiUrope, outside of England. The 
number of voters and of those eligible as deputies increased with 
tlie increase of wealth. The influence of Ihiglish example is 
apparent in many of the provisions of the Charter. 

There was another set of provisions in this document of even 
greater importance than those determining the future form of 
government, namely, that in which the civil riglits of Frenchmen 
were narrated. These provisions show how much of the work of 
tlie Revolution and of Na])oleon tlie Bourbons were prepared to 
accept. They were intended to reassure the people of France, 
who feared to see in the Restoration a loss of liberties or rights 
which had become most precious to them. They were thus 
intended to win for the restored monarcliy a popular support 
and a guarantee of permanence it thus far lacked. It was 
declared that all Frenchmen were equal before the law, whatever 
their titles or rank, and thus the cardinal principle of the 
Revolution w- as preserved ; that all were equally eligible to civil 
ami military positions, that thus no class should monopolize 
•public service, as had largely been the case before the Revolu- 
tion ; that no one should be arrested or prosecuted save by due 
process of law, that thus the day of arbitrary imprisonment w^as 
not to reti>rn ; tliat there should be complete religious freedom for 
all sects, though Roman Catholicism was declared to be the 
religion of the state; that the press should be free while con- 
forming to the laws which arc necessary to restrain abuses of 
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that libet’ty — a phrase suspiciously elastic. Those who had 
purchased the confiscated pro})erty of the crown, the church, and 
the nobles, during the Revolution were assured that their titles 
were inviolable. The Napoleonic nobility was placed on an 
equality with the old nobility of France, and the king might 
create new peers at will, but nobility was henceforth simply a 
social title carrying with it no privileges and no exemptions 
from taxation or the otlior burdens of the state.^ 

Such were the concessions that Louis XVIII was willing to 
make to tlie spirit of the times and the demands of the people. 
Tliev constituted an open recognition of the fact that the France 
of 1815 was not to be a restoration of the France of 1789. 
Certain phrases of the Charter gave offense, but they were mainly 
those of the preamble in which the King labored to maintain the 
claim of the divine right of monarchy and to connect his act with 
medieval precedents. These phrases were far-fetched and curi- 
ously archaic, but the fact remained that with all its limitations 
the Charter granted France a larger portion of self-government 
than it had enjoyed before, except during a brief period in the 
Revolution. And it put the Bourbon monarchy on record as 
recognizing the principal results of the democratic evolution of 
society. The Restoration started out by accepting the cen- 
tralized administrative system, the great law codes, the con- 
cordat, and the nobility of Napoleon, and the social organization 
created by the Revolution. 

The political condition of France after 1815 was exceedingly 
troubled. The nation was divided into several parties whose 
animosity toward each other had only been embittered by the 
Hundred Days. Louis XVIII, restored for a second time by 
the victorious enemies of France, was eminently qualified to 
calm the seething passions of his countrymen and lead them in 
the necessary work of recuperation. He was naturally a man 
of moderate opinions. A thorough believer in the divine right 
of monarchs and asserting the belief with fervor, he was, how- 
ever, too clear-sighted to think tliat monarchy of the type historic 
in France could be restored. He saw as clearly as any one. in 
the realm the greatness of the changes that had latterly becii 
eflFected in France, and that his very tlirone would be imperiled 
if he attempted to undo any of the important work of the 
Revolution. He willingly granted a constitution to » his people, 

1 The Charter may be found in full in Anderson. Constitutions and 
Documents, No. 93, or in University of Pennsylvania Translations and Re- 
prints, Vol. 1, No, 3. 
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sharing with them the power whicli liis ancestors liad wielded 
alone. He preferred to rule as a constitutional king than not 
to rule at all. He had known the bitterness of the exile’s lif^e 
loo w(‘ll to desire to be compelled to resume his travels ” owing 
to any illiberal conduct on liis part. The throne was for hiuk 
(Oily the “softest of chairs.” Cold-blooded, sceptical, free; 
from illusions, free from the passion of revenge, indolent by 
nature, he desired to avoid conflicts and to enjoy his power in 
peace. His policy, which from the beginning he attempted to 
carry out, was expressed by himself a few years later in these 
words : “ The system which I have adopted ... is based on the 
maxim that it will never do to be the king of two peoples, and to 
ihc ultimate fusion of those — for their distinction is only too 
real — all the efforts of my government are directed.” 

The personality of the King seemed, therefore, admirably 
a(!a])ted for the problem that confronted France in 1815 . But 
ihere were difficulties in the situation that foreboded trouble. 
Louis XVIII had been restored by foreign armies. His presence 
on the throne was a constant reminder of the humiliation of 
France. Moreover, his strength lay not in himself but in the 
liistoric role of his house, in immemorial prescription, and the 
power of mere custom over the French mind had been greatly 
h'ssened during the past twenty-five years. But a more serious 
feature was his environment. The court was now composed of 
the nobles who had suffered greatly from the Revolution, who 
had been robbed of their property, driven from the country, 
who liad seen many of tlieir relatives executed bv the guillotine. 

It was but natural that these men should have come back full of 
hatred for the autliors of their woes, that they should detest the 
ideas of the Revolution and the persons who had been identified 
with it. These men wore not free from passion, as was Louis 
XVIII. More eager to restore the former glory of the crown, 
the former rank of the nobility and the clergy, more bitter toward 
the new ideas than the King himself, they were the Ultra-royalists, 
or Ultras — men more royalist than the King, as they claimed. 
They saw in the Revolution only robbery and sacrilege and gross 
tn justice to themselves. They bitterly assailed Louis XVIII for 
granting the Charter, a dangerous concession to the Revolution, 
Jind they secretly wished to abolish it, meanwhile desiring to nullify 
its liberal ^)rovisions as far as possible. They constituted the 
party of the Right. Their leader was the Count of Artois, 
brother of Louis XVIII, who, the King being childless, stood 
next in line of succession. These men, not very numerous, but 
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very clamorous, formed the natural entourage of the monarch. 
The matter of most pressing importance to France was what 
power of resistance the King would show to this resolute and 
revengeful band. Would he in the end give way to them or would 
he be able to control them? 

The other parties in France in 1815 were shortly differentiated. 
There was the party of the Left. This was not so much av 
coherent group as a conglomeration of the disaffected. It 
included those who believed in a rejiublic, who, however, were 
for some time so few as to be a negligible quantity. It also 
included the adherents of Napoleon. This class was numerous 
and composed chiefly of old soldiers who saw themselves, the 
glory of the Napoleonic state, now degraded, put on half-pay, 
thrown into the background. These radical and discontented 
elements were opposed to the very existence of the Bourbon 
monarchy. But they were hopelessly discredited by the abuses 
and the failures of both the Republic and the Empire. 

There were two other parties, called the Right Center and the 
Left Center. They comprised the body of moderate men who 
stood between the two extremes and were opposed to both. They 
were united by one bond — common loyalty to the Charter which 
the King had granted. They were tlie convinced supporters of 
the constitutional regime, but they differed from each other in 
their interpretation of what the Charter should mean. The 
Right Center accepted it as a finality, to be carried out honestly 
and to the letter. The Left Center believed in its honest execu- 
tion, but also believed tliat, while the Charter should be thus 
observed, men should work for its further expansion, that as 
the years went by larger constitutional liberty should be accorded 
to the people. The Charter was for them not a finality but a 
stepping-stone. But further progress should be attempted only 
slowly and after full reflection. Of these four parties, two were 
distinctly unconstitutional — the Ultras and the Radicals or 
Left. The former, professing a momentary lip service to the 
Charter, were resolved to alter it as soon as possible in funda- 
mental and comprehensive ways. They were in principle opposed 
to a written constitution. They wished to restore the absolute 
authority of the king and the former privileged positions of 
clergy and nobility. The Charter stood bluntly in the way. 
Consequently, however much they might dissemble, they favored 
its ultimate abrogation. The Radicals favored its destruction 
for the opposite reason — that the Republic or the Empire might 
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be restored, the Revolution made triumphant once more. The 
two middle parties were the friends of the new regime. 

The events of the first year seemed to show the great power 
of the Ultras. Reaction set in fast and furiously in 1816 . There 
occurred a series of outrages that have come down in history 
as the White Terror, in contradistinction to the Red Terror of 
the Revolution. Immediately after the battle of Waterloo riot- 
ing broke out in Marseilles, led by Royalists, and resulting in 
much plundering and many murders. The movement spread to 
other departments in the south. Religious motives were added 
to the political, as the Protestants, particularly numerous in 
tlie south, had been strongly attached to the Revolution and to 
Napoleon and had welcomed the return of the latter from Elba. 
The white flag of the Bourbons was disgraced by these atrocities 
committed by Royalists. The Government was in no sense the^ 
cause of them, but it was criminally negligent in not trying to‘ 
repress them. 

With the meeting of tl)e first legislative chambers this cam- 
])aign of revenge and reaction became systematic and frenzied. 
The Cluimbcr of Deputies was overwhelmingly Ultra-royalist, 
elected, as it liad been, amid the terror and demoralization of the 
crashing Phnpire. It demanded satisfaction for the treachery 
of the Hundred Days. As a result Marshal Ney, the bravest 
of the brave,” and otlier distinguished French soldiers, were con- 
demned to death and shot — an everlasting disgrace to the 
Bourbon monarchy. The Chamber demanded repressive meas- 
ures of various kinds from the King and got them. It demanded 
still more violent ones which tlie King would not concede. The 
dissension between the Moderate Royalists, represented by the 
King, the ministry, and the Chamber of Peers, on the one liand, 
and the Ultras, represented by the Count of Artois and the 
Chamber of Deputies on tlic other, soon reached a climax. The 
King liimself said bitterly, If tliese gentlemen had full liberty, 
they would end by purging even me.” The re})resentatives of 
the foreign governments intervened to say that so unreasonable 
a reaction must cease, in the interest of the stability of the 
Bourbon monarchy and of the peace of Euro))e. They feared 
that the revolutionary elements of Fh’ance would break out again, 
stung by such insane legislation. The Ultras even went so far 
as to reject the budget, a blazing indiscretion, as it offended all 
who were financially interested in France, foreigners and French- 
men, The King now took a decisive step, prorogued the Chamber, 
and then dissolved it. He then appealed to the people to return 
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a moderate Chamber. The appeal was wholly successful and this 
mad reaction was speedily brought to a close. The Ultra ma- 
jority was swept away and a large majority of Moderate Royal- 
ists was returned. France had weathered her first crisis in 
parliamentary government but the temper of the Ultras had 
been shown with tlie vividness of lightning. France had had 
emphatic warning of the danger that would lie in the triumph of 
that party. 

From 1816 to 1820 the Government of France was able to 
advance along more liberal lines. The two cliief ministers, 
Richelieu and Decazes, botli convinced adlierents of tlie Bourbon 
monarchy, were men wlio saw the utter folly of attempts at re- 
action such as those just witnessed and who believed tliat the 
pressing needs of France were very different from those of a 
faction bent on revenge. The two Centers now controlled Parlia- 
ment, and for several years worked in harmony with the King. 

They accomplished much for the rehabilitation of France. 
In 1815, it will be recalled, the Allies had imposed a large war 
indemnity on France, and had insisted that she support an army 
of occupation of 150,000 in eighteen fortresses of the northern 
and eastern departments for a minimum of three, a maximum of 
five, years. This was a great financAl burden and a greater 
humiliation. Tlie liberation of the soil of the foreign armies 
was a task which the King and tlie ministry liad very much 
at heart. To effect tliis tlie people had to make great sacrifices, 
for before it could be accomplished the national credit must 
be re-established and to effect this I'renchmen must pay higher 
taxes. This they did, and France jiroceeded to pay off* the 
immense war indemnity more rapidly than the powers that had 
imposed it had expected would be possible. By 1817 the Allies 
agreed to withdraw thirty thousand of their troops, and at 
the Congress of Aix-la-Chajiclle in 1818 they agreed to with- 
draw the remainder before the close of that year. Thus the 
outward evidence of the appalling national humiliation was re- 
moved. I can die at peace,’’ said Louis XVIII, since I shall 
see F'rance free and the F'rench flag floating over every city of 
France.” France was, for the first time since 1815, mistress in 
her own house. The foreign ambassadors ceased their weekly 
meetings in Paris, designed for the drafting of advice to be 
given to the French Government. The foreign tutelage was 
over. 

The reorganization of the army was undertaken at this time. 
The military power of France had been sadly shattered in the 
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general downfall of the Napoleonic system. The army was re- 
duced to a few corps kept up by voluntary enlistment. Now 
that the foreign troops were to be withdrawn and France was 
to resume her full place in international affairs it was necessary 
to create an army that should command respect. There were, 
however, difficulties in the way. A large army could not be 
raised by volunteering. And yet forced military service had 
become, under Na])oleon, so hateful a burden tl)at it had been 
expressly forbidden in the Charter. A combination of the two 
, methods lay at the basis of the new law. Voluntary enlistments 
were still to furnish the bulk of the army. If these should not 
be sufficient recourse should be had to compulsion to complete 
►the cor})s. All young men of twenty years of age should draw 
lots. The “ bad numbers ’’ alone would be forced to serve for 
six years. Forty thousand might thus by these two processes 
be enrolled every year. Having served in the active army six 
years, they should pass into the reserve army for six years more. 
This reserve should be used only in defense of the soil of France, 
should not be ordered out of the country. It was estimated that 
thus there would be an army of 240,000 men on a peace footing. 
Promotion was to be for service and merit and was to be equally 
open to all. The bill was violently opposed by the Ultras fo> 
the reason that it destroyed all hope of the nobility monopolizing 
the positions in the army. Their chances were simply the same 
as those of other men. The bill became law in 1818. Thus the 
basis of the military institutions was firmly laid. The army as 
thus constituted lasted with some alterations of detail down to 
1868, surviving many violent changes in French history. 

On two other subjects this moderate ministry of Richelieu 
carried important legislation, the electoral system and the liberty 
of the press. Concerning both matters the Charter had merely 
laid down general principles, leaving the manner in which they 
should be applied to be determined by the legislature in special 
laws. A liberty so large enabled the legislature to determl.ie 
the ^ real character, the range, and effect of two fundamental 
pnvileges, and as the diff'erent parties soon saw that by framing 
tlie laws in this way, or in that, they could further their own 
interests, both matters became the subject of passionate con- 
tention in p^irliament all through the period of the Restoration, 
and laws very dissimilar in character and in effect were passed 
as first one party, then another, gained ascendency in the state. 
Moderates and Ultras differed on these questions as on others. 

Concerning the electoral system, the ideas of the Moderates 
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was shown in the law of 1817, passed by the Riclielieu-Decazes 
ministry. The Charter merely stated the qualifications required 
of voters and of deputies. The manner in which tlie voters 
should elect the deputies was not defined. The law of 1817i 
established tlie system of the so-called general ticket (scrutin 
de liste) ; that is, the voters of each department sliould meet 
in the chief town of the department, and there elect all the 
deputies to which the department was entitled. This system 
favored the Moderates and Liberals, who belonged generally to 
the bourgeoisie, to the industrial and trading classes, largely an 
urban population, whereas the country gentlemen, the landed 
proprietors and their tenants, living in the country, were cliiefly 
Ultras^ members or adherents of the aristocracy of the old regime. 
Many of these found it difficult or expensive or annoying to 
make the trip to the chief town of the department, where alone 
they could cast their votes. Thus the law, which remained in 
force from 1817 to 1820, favored the Moderates as each succeed- 
ing election showed. 

There was passed in 1819 a press law, much more liberal 
than that of the Napoleonic period, which had, in the main, been 
carried over into tlie first years of the Restoration. The cen- 
sorship was abolished, and press cases were henceforth to be 
tried before juries. But even under tliis system newspapers 
were a luxury, enjoyed only by the rich and well-to-do, as they 
were not sold by the single copy but only to subscribers at a 
high price, and in addition there was a stamp tax on each copy 
of two cents, and a postage duty of one cent. Moreover, while 
freedom in establishing newspapers was guaranteed, as a matter 
of fact only the well-to-do could establish tliem, owing to the 
large preliminary deposit required of their proprietors, which 
was to serve as a guaranty fund for the payment of fines that 
might be inflicted as a result of damage suits. 

But this body of liberal legislation rested upon an insecure 
basis, the favor of the King, and the coliercnce of the great mass 
of moderate men, the Centers. The Ultras did not relinquish 
their activity and were alert to seize upon every incident that 
might discredit the party in power. Nor had they long to wait. 
Events shortly occurred that aroused misgivings among the most 
timid of the Moderates, tending to drive them over to the Ultras, 
events, too, that shook the firmness of the King. According 
to the Charter there was to be a partial renewal of the Chamber 
of Deputies each year, one-fifth of that body passing out, and 
their places being filled by new elections. These elections showed 
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a distinct trend in favor of the Radical party, or party of the 
Left. At the first renewal in 1817, twenty-five ‘^independents” 
of the Left were returned; in 1818 the result was similar, the 
Left increasing to forty-five. Among them were Lafayette and 
Manuel, both prominent figures in the Revolution. Now the 
principles of the Left were not only liberal, but were largely 
anti-dynastic. While that wing acquiesced in the existence of 
the Bourbon monarchy, it might at any time become actively 
opposed to it. 

The elections in 1819 added greatly to the growing Left — it 
numbering now ninety of a total of 258. But more damaging than 
the number was the character of some of the members chosen, 
particularly of Grcgoire. Gregoire had played a prominent role 
in the Revolution, having been a member of the Constituent 
Assembly and of the Convention. He had aided in the over- 
throw of the Roman Catholic Church. He had shown himself 
a fervid republican. A remark of his that kings are in the moral 
world what monsters are in the physical had had an immense 
notoriety, and was not yet forgotten. He was not a regicide, 
as he was absent from Paris at the time of the trial of Louis XVI, 
but he was, owing to his utterances, commonly considered one. 
No man was more odious to the Ultras and his election to the 
Chamber outraged their deepest feelings. Some of them had 
themselves helped bring about his election, believing that the 
triumph of so notable a revolutionary would help them in up- 
setting the mild policy of tlie ministry and bring about the 
longed-for reaction. In tliis they were largely right, as this 
election aroused consternation in the ranks of those who had 
hitherto been moderate, and drove many into the camp of the 
Ultras. The chief minister, Decazes (Richelieu having pre- 
viously resigned), was convinced that some cluinge must be made 
in the ])olicy of the Government. The Ultras raged against this 
“ regicidal priest,” declared that either he must yield to the 
dynasty or the dynasty to him, and in a stormy session and 
amid shouts of “ Long live the King,” voted his exclusion from 
tlie 'Chamber, to which he had been chosen. The freedom of 
ePections was thus grossly violated, as well as the promise of the 
Cliarter that the past should be forgotten. 

But an event far more damaging to the Moderates now 
occurred — the murder of the Duke of Berry. The Duke was 
the younger son of tlie Count of Artois, and as his elder brother, 
the Duke of Angouleme, had no heir, he was the hope of the 
dynasty. At about eleven o’clock on the evening of February 13, 
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1820, as he was helping his wife into a carriage at the door of 
the Opera, he was violently attacked by a man, named Louvel, 
who plunged a dagger into his breast. The Duke died in the 
opera house at five o’clock, surrounded by the royal family, 
and demanding pardon for the murderer. The murderer desired 
to cut off the Bourbon line, which he thought he could do as the 
Duke had no children. His act was his own; he had no accom- 
plices. But the Royalists at once asserted that the Liberal 
party was responsible and that anarchy was the natural result 
of the policy of liberalism. Their opposition was directed against 
the ministry under Decazes, whom they succeeded in forcing 
to resign. At his resignation Louis XVIII is said to have re- 
marked, It is over with me,” meaning that from that time on 
his policy of reconciliation was impossible, that the party headed 
by the Count of Artois would control. This was virtually to be 
the case. In 1820 began the great royalist reaction, started 
in 1815, suspended from 1816 to 1820, when the more moderate 
policies prevailed, and destined now to last witli but a single 
slight interruption until 1830, when it culminated in a new 
revolution. 

The Right, now in control, proceeded to undo much of the 
work of the preceding ministries. By the electoral law of 1820 
that of 1817 was rescinded, and a new system brought into 
existence. The C liamber of Deputies was enlarged from 258 
members to 430, an increase of 172. The electors of deputies 
were no longer to meet together in tlie chief town of tlie depart- 
ment and vote for all tlie deputies from that department, but 
were to be divided into as many groups or colleges as there 
were arrondissements or districts in the de])artment. Each voter 
was therefore to vote for one deputy only, the one from his 
district. Thus the j)rinciple of single-member constituencies was 
adopted. This arrangement would be advantageous to the 
Ultras, as the country gentlemen and their tenants, supporters 
of that party, no longer having to make the journey to the 
chief town, but enabled to vote at places nearer home, would 
come to the polls in larger numbers. In this way 258 members 
were to be chosen. The other 172 were to be elected in a special 
manner. At the chief town of each department were to meet 
one-fourth of the voters, those who paid the heaviest taxes, and 
they were to choose the additional 172. This method, of course, 
greatly augmented the power of the rich. It thus happened 
that about twelve thousand voters had the right to vote twice, 
once in the district and once in the department college, and 
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similarly were twice represented — by the deputies chosen in 
both ways, in both of which elections they participated. Hence 
this electoral law of 1820 was called tlie law of the double vote. 
Moreover, the president of each electoral college was to be chosen 
by the central government and the voters must write out their 
ballots in his presence and hand them to him unfolded — an 
excellent device for enabling the Government to bring pressure 
upon them in favor of its candidates. Tliis bill was hotly con- 
tested in the Chamber and outside. The debate was long and 
impassioned, participated in by over a luindred and twenty 
members. Tlie principle of the law, the double vote, was adopted 
only by a majority of five. Hailed with enthusiasm by the 
Ultras it assured tlieir ascendency. By 1824 the independents, 
or Radicals, numbered only seven. 

The liberal press law of 1819 went the same way after a brief 
existence of ten montlis. It was rescinded. The censorship was 
restored. No journal could be founded witliout tlie Governments 
consent, no single issue could appear without the censor’s per- 
mission, the Government might suspend its publication for six 
months, and even under certain conditions suppress it (1820). 
This control, which would appear sufficient, was strengthened 
two years later by an additional law which enabled the Govern- 
ment to supjiress publication even for tendencies ” when no 
definite infraction of the law could be })royed. 

Armed wutli these powerful instruments for the control of 
elections and of the organs of opinion and agitation, the Ultras 
pushed confidently foiwvard, and their future a])peared assured 
by the birth of a posthumous son of the Duke of Berry. They 
forced the King to send an army into Spain to restore Ferdi- 
nand VII to an absolute throne in the interests of the Holy 
Alliance (1823). They thus hoped to throw military glamour 
over the restored House of Bourbon, to efface by dazzling ex- 
ploits the uncomfortable memory of those performed by Napo- 
leon, Flushed with an easy victory in Spain, the Ultras resumed 
the, policy of political and religious reaction at home with great 
<jnthusiasm. 

"i'hinking that a new election of the Chamber of Deputies held 
during the war fever would result overwhelmingly in its favor, 
the Villele ^ninistry (1822-1828) caused the existing Chamber 
to be dissolved and new elections to be ordered. They were held 
in February 1824, and resulted as desired in a sweeping triumph 
of the Ultras. Of the 430 deputies elected only fifteen were 
Liberals. This triumph had been acliieved only by the grossest 
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abuse of power on the part of the Government, which stopped 
at nothing* to gain its ends. It even went so far as to relieve 
many prominent Liberals of taxes, so that they could not meet 
the tax qualification for voters or for membersliip in the Chamber. 

A law was now passed decreeing that the new Chamber should 
last seven years, to bo entirely reconstructed at the end of that 
time. Tliis was an arbitrary cliange in the Charter. 

The reactionary party, now overwhelmingly in the majority 
in tlie Chamber, and declaring that that Chamber should not 
be altered for seven years, thus lengthening the term and sup- 
pressing the annual partial renewal, considered that it could 
safely advance to tlie realization of its most cherished plans, too 
long held in abeyance. Tlieir project was helped by the death in 
1824 of Louis XVIll, and the accession to power of liis brotlier, 
the Count of Artois, wdio assumed the title of Charles X. Charles 
had virtually directed tlie policy of his brother for several years. 
His accession, however, would necessarily give it additional im- 
petus. He needed only six years thoroughly to uproot the elder 
branch of the House of Bourbon. 

THE REIGN OF CHARLES X 

The cliaracteristics of tlie new King w^erc well knowm. He 
was the convinced leader of the reactionaries in F'rance from 
1814 to 1880. He had been the constant and bitter opponent 
of his brother’s liberalism, and had finally seen that liberalism 
forced to yield to the growing strength of the party which he 
led. He was not likely to abandon lifelong princi])les at the 
age of sixty-seven, and at the moment when he seemed about to 
be able to put them into force. lA>uis XVIH had made an honest 
effort to reconcile the two social regimes and systems into which 
FVeiichmen were divided — the old jire-rcvolutionary regime and 
the new regime, the product of the Revolution, the old nobility 
and the modern middle class with its principle of equality before 
the law. The nobility had returned from abroad unchanged, with 
ideas of feudal privileges, with the determination to restore as 
much as possible of the old power of the landed aristocracy ana 
of the church, faithful support of the monarchy by divine 
right. The policy of reconciliation had been badly shattered 
during the closing years of Louis XVIII’s reign. With the 
accession of Charles X it was entirely abandoned, and that of 
restoration vigorously attempted. Not that this was proclaimed 
from the housetops. Charles rather at first attempted to re- 
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assure the somewhat perturbed mind of the nation. He announced 
his firm intention to support the Charter, and declared that all 
Frenchmen were, in his eyes, equal. He lib^xated political 
prisoners and won great applause by abolishing the censorship 
of the press. But these halcyon days were limited to the in- 
auguration of the new Government. At the coronation of the 
King, France was treated to a spectacle of medieval mummery 
tliat impressed most unpleasantly a people that had for a genera- 
tion been living in the positive realities of the modern spirit. 
It seemed the most incredible height of absurdity to see the King 
anointed on seven parts of his person with sacred oil, miracu- 
lously preserved, it was asserted, and dating from tlie time of 
Clovis. Nor could France, in the modern scientific atmosphere, 
gravely believe, as it was asked to, in the power of the king’s 
touch. Beranger’s witty poem on Charles the Simple was on 
everybody’s lips. 

But the legislation now brought forward by the King, and 
largely enacted, showed the belated political and social ideas of 
this Government. It was first proposed to grant nine hundred 
and eighty-eight million francs to the nobility whose lands had 
been confiscated during the Revolution and sold as national 
property ” to private individuals. The Charter explicitly assured 
the purchasers of this land that they should not be molested 
in their possession. But the courtiers, despite this assurance, 
were demanding the restoration of their estates to themselves. 
»The King expressed the belief that by this act the last wounds of 
the Revolution would be closed. The emigres should not receive 
their lands, but they should receive a money indemnification. 

The debates on this })roposal were heated. Many of the Ultra- 
royalists criticised it, saying that the sum proposed was entirely 
insufficient. Many rejected the very idea of indemnification, but 
demanded that the stolen goods ” themselves be given back. 
That there was an article in the Charter preventing this they 
did not consider a legitimate obstacle. 

The Opposition, however, did not lack arguments. Had the 
descendants of those whose property had been seized after the 
^revocation of the Edict of Nantes ever been indemnified? Had 
the emigres suffered so much more than others from the Revolu- 
tion that they alone should be compensated for their losses? 
It might 6e right to compensate those who had had to flee from 
France to save their lives, but many of these emigres who were 
now to help themselves out of the public treasury had fled volun- 
tarily in order to bring about an invasion of France by 
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foreigners, and, wJicn that invasion had occurred, had themselves 
joined it and borne aims against France. Confiscation of 
property was a very proper punisiiraent for such persons. Again, 
those who had remained at home and defended the fatherland 
had suffered as much as those who had emigrated and then in- 
vaded it. Furthermore, this measure would aid only the landed 
proprietors, but many fortunes, based upon personal property, 
had likewise been destroyed by the Revolution. 

Tlie bill passed (1825) and became law, though the Opposi- 
tion in the Chamber of Deputies was larger than had been ex- 
pected. Chaides called it “ an act of justice.” It was perhaps 
wise in the sense that all purchasers of national domains, who, 
despite the assurance of tlie Charter, were constantly threatened, 
were lienceforth safe. The value of these properties immediately 
rose in tlie market. But while the act pleased the emigres and 
satisfied tlie purchasers of their domains, it offended the great 
mass of Frenclimen. 

The manner in which the transaction was to be carried into 
effect was as follows: the sum involved was estimated at about 
a billion francs; the financial condition of the state did not 
permit the outright pa3'ment of so immense a capital ; it was 
decided, therefore, to pay not the capital but the interest each 
year. This, it was estimated, would increase the annual expen-v 
ditures of the state by about thirty millions.^ This sum was 
procured by the conversion of the existing debt of France from 
a five per cent, to a three per cent, basis, thus saving about*' 

28.000. 000 francs in interest charges. In this way the indemnifi- 
cation of the emigres would be effected ivithout an increase in 
taxes. But this new act offended the nation’s bondholders, who 
saw their income arbitrarily reduced by two-fifths. Thus the 
monarchy made enemies of a powerful class of capitalists, par- 
ticularly the bankers of Paris. Money was taken from Peter 
to pay Paul. The strength of this class, which felt itself out- 
rageously defrauded, was to be shown in 1830 to the great dis- 
comfiture of the Bourbon monarchy. 

Another law that cast discredit upon this reign, and helped 
undermine it with the great mass of Frenchmen, was the law« 
against sacrilege. By this act burglaries committed in ecclesias- 
tical buildings and the profanation of holy vessels were, under 
certain conditions, made punishable with death. This barbaric 

1 As a matter of fact, interest was paid not on a billion but on about 

625.000. 000 francs. 
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law was, as a matter of fact, never enforced, but it bore striking 
witness to the temper of the party in power, and has ev^r since 
been a mark of shame upon the Bourbon monarchy. It helped 
to weaken the hold of the Bourbons upon France. It created a 
feeling of intense bitterness among the middle and lower classes 
of society, which were still largely dominated by the rationalism 
of the eighteenth century. They began to fear the clerical re- 
action more even tlian the political and social. The renewed 
rinisslonary zeal of the church, the denunciation by Catholic 
bishops of civil marriage as concubinage, the open and great 
activity of the Jesuits, a society that had been declared illegal 
in France, all indicated the growing influence of the clergy in^ 
^the state, an impression not decreased when, in 1826, the Papal 
Jubilee was celebrated wiHi great elaborateness, and Frenchmen 
saw the King himself, clad in the violet robe of a prelate and 
accompanied by the court, walking in a religious procession 
through the streets of Paris. Tlie university was under the con- 
trol of the local bishop, w’ho kept watch over professors whose 
opinions were denounced as dangerous, and who suspended many 
of their courses, as, for instance, those of Cousin and Guizot. 
Was it the ])ur])ose of the dominant party to restore both the 
nobility and the church to the proud position they had ©ccupied 
before the Revolution? 

Criticism of the evident policy of the Government was becom- 
ing general and ominous. But the ministry proceeded with its 
plans with unusual fatuousness. It now attacked what was re- 
garded as one of the most precious acquisitions of the Revolution, 
the right to an equal division of an inlicritance among all the 
heirs. The ministry brought forward a proposal, quite modest 
in its scope, to re-establish the principle of primogeniture. The 
Civil Code provided that in case the deceased died without leaving 
a will, his real estate should be apportioned equally among his 
heirs ; and this equal division was to be made of most of his 
property in land, even if he did leave a will. He was given 
liberty freely to dispose by will of only a portion larger or 
^mailer, according to the number of children. 

The proposal now made was that tliis disposable part, which 
a man might will to his eldest son if he chose, should go to him 
likewise, if, there were no will, as a legal advantage over the 
other children. This was to be the law only for those who paid 
tliree hundred francs in direct taxes. As a matter of fact this 
law would affect probably not more than eighty thousand families 
out of six million. Furthermore, the father was in no way forced 
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to constitute this preference for liis eldest son, since he was left 
full liberty of testamentary disposition. Yet the mere suggestion 
threw tlie country into commotion. The prevailing thought was 
expressed by the Duke of Broglie, who said: This is no law. 

It is a manifesto against existing society. It is a forerunner 
of twenty other laws which, if your wisdom does not prevent it, 
will break in upon us and will leave no rest to the society of 
France, which has been the growth of the last forty years.” 
The proposition was defeated in the Chamber of Peers. F'or 
several nights the streets of Paris were illuminated in gratitude 
for this escape from feudalism. 

These measures and failures, which were costing the ministry 
much popularity, were crowned by an attempt to render the press 
law more stringent. Charles X had long since regretted his 
act in abolishing the censorship. A bill was now proposed which 
wound an amazing mesli around the printing ])resses of France. 
So sweeping was it in character, giving the Government a prac- 
tically unlimited control of all publications, both periodical, like 
the daily papers, and non-periodical, that it aroused immediately 
a remarkable opposition. It was denounced as barbaric by 
Chateaubriand, the foremost man of letters in Franco. Print- 
ing,” said Casimir-Perier, is suppressed in France to the ad- 
vantage of Belgium.” Those engaged in this business, as well 
as the prominent writers and members of the French Academy, 
protested witli vigor. The bill passed the Chamber of Deputies, 
but in the Chamber of Peers an opjiosition so intense developed 
that the ministry deemed it wise to wiMidraw the measure before 
it came to a vote. Paris was illuminated in lionor of this esca})e. 
The provinces imitated the capital. These outbursts of joy 
were occasioned not only by the withdrawal of the press law. 
The people were already celebrating the fall of the hated Villcle 
ministry, which was felt to be imminent. 

The mistakes of this ministry, however, were not yet over. 
A few days after the withdrawal of tliis press bill the National 
Guard was reviewed by the King. TJie King was personally 
received with much warmth, but cries of “ Long live the Charter,” 

Down with the Ministers, down with the Jesuits,” were heard 
from the troops. Villcle at once demanded that tliesc troops be 
disbanded. The King consented and it was done. This was a 
mistake for two reasons: because it offended the bourgeoisie of 
Paris, thus far opposed to the ministry but loyal to the King, 
and because the men were permitted to retain their arms, of 
which three years later they were to make effective use. 
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The ministry, conscious of rapidly waning power, did not 
propose to yield, but attempted to crush the opposition. It 
had been unable to get the press bill through Parliament. The 
chief resistance the ministry had encountered had come from the 
Chamber of Peers, which had favored a moderate policy. 
Villele thought to overcome this by packing that chamber with 
men who would support the ministry through thick and thin. 
Consequently seventy-six new peers were created, enough, it 
was thought, to enable the ministry to control that body hence- 
forth. But it was also clear that the opposition was growing 
in the Chamber of Dejiuties too. Although the ministry was 
able to get its measures through that chamber, its majority was 
gradually becoming smaller. Villele therefore decided to dissolve 
the Chamber, although it had yet four years to run. He ex- 
pected by manipulation of the election to get an assembly in 
its place overwhelmingly in favor of tlie ministry. Thus, with 
the press shackled, and the Chamber of Peers and Chamber of 
Deputies controlled, the ministry could retrieve the rebuffs it had 
recently experienced and carry out its policy in all its vigor. 

Never did a minister make a greater mistake. The ministry 
was overwhelmingly defeated in the elections. Its supporters 
numbered only 170; the combined opposing elements counted 250. 
Villele retired from office. 

The Martignac ministry now came in, in January 1828. The 
difficulties in its way were numerous. It had neither the favor 
of the King, nor tlie hearty support of the Chambers. Charles X 
told the new ministers, ‘‘ VillMe’s policy was mine, and I hope you 
will endeavor to carry it out as best you can.” ]\Iartignac, how- 
ever, made no such attempt, but strove rather to carry out a 
liberal policy, somewhat like that of the years 1816—20. Tlie 
professors, Guizot, Villemain, whose courses Villele had stopped, 
^were reinstated. A somewhat more liberal press law was carried, 
abolishing censorship and the offense of “ tendency.” An edu- 
cational law was enacted directed against the Jesuits and in- 
tended to please the more liberal religious element. But 
vMartignac’s course suited neither the Bight nor the Left, and 
Tie shortly resigned. This pleased Charles X, who resented the 
liberalism of the ministry. Charles believed that he had the 
right to choose the ministers to suit himself, whether they pleased 
the Chamber or not. I would rather saw wood,” he said, than 
be a king of the English type.” 

With the fall of the Martignac ministry in 1829 fell also the 
last attempt made under the rule of the Bourbon Legitimists 



90 FRANCE DURING THE RESTORATION 

to fuse old and new France, to reconcile monarchy and constitu- 

tional freedom* 'l^hc uniiounccment of the new ministers was 
received with ffvcfit popular indignation. The chief minister was 
JP oJignArCy son of the Countess of Folignac, the friend of Marie 
Antoinette. Poligmac had been one of the leaders of the emigres 
at the outbreak of tlie Revolution, had joined in the Cadoudal 
conspiracy against Napoleon, had been sentenced to death, but 
had esca})ed witli simply imprisonment, owing to the intervention 
of Josephine. In 1815 lie had protested against the Charter, 
and had long refused to take the oath to support it. He had 
for years been very closely identified witli Charles X, and liad 
favored the most extreme laws ])roposed by him. Other min- 
isters were Bourmonl in the War Office, a man who was commonly 
supposed to have been a traitor to Napoleon, consequently to 
France, in 1815, and Labourdonnaye, Minister of the Interior, 
connected in the popular mind with the White Terror of 1815. 
Even Metternich, who could ordinarily view a policy of reaction 
with fortitude, considered the advent of such a ministry a matter 
of considerable gravity. The change in the ministry is of the 
first importance,” he wrote. All the new ministers are pure 
royalists. Everything about the episode means counter-revolu- 
tion.” The feeling, that the appointment of this ministry was 
virtually a declaration of war to the bitter end against the 
modern society of France, was widesjiread, and was shared by 
all parties. Journals whose loyalty to the Bourbon monarchy 
was unimpeachable attacked the new ministry at once and in the 
most vigorous fashion. 

Liberals of every shade began to organize to meet the dangers 
which they felt were coming. Old societies, like the Carbonari, 
renewx'd their activity. Men began to say that the House of 
Bourbon and a constitution were two incompatible terms. A 
faction w^as organized to prepare the way to the throne of the 
Duke of Orleans. ^Vlen began to study those chapters of 
English history wdiich told how one prince could be put 
aside for another more to the liking of the nation. The 
groups opposed to the new ministry differed widely from each 
other in belief and purpose, Orleanists, Bonapartists, Re- 
publicans ; but they were temporarily united in a common oppo- 
sition. Indignation at the a})pointment of such a ministry was 
botli widespread and deep, and became all the more vehement when 
Polignac declared his object to be to ^y pyganize societjr, to re- 
store to the clei'gy its former preponderance in the state, to create 
a powerful aristocracy and to surround it with privileges.” 
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For the time being, however, the ministry remained inactive, 
apparently amazed and checked by the remarkable ebiillitiort 
of hostile feeling its appointment had called forth with the 
meeting of the Chambers. Early in March 1830 began a con- 
flict which, short and sharp, ended in the overthrow and exile 
of Charles X. The King opened the session with a speech which 
clearly revealed his irritation at the Opposition, and his em- 
phatic intention to support the ministry. The Chamber of; 
Deputies, not at all intimidated, replied by an Address to the 
King, passed by a vote of 221 to 181, which was virtually a 
demand for the dismissal of the unpopular ministry, that thus 
constitutional harmony ’’ miglit be restored. The King replied 
by declaring that ‘‘ his decisions were unchangeable,’’ and by 
dissolving the Chamber, hoping by means of new elections to 
secure one subservient to his will. But the people thought otlicr- 
wisc. The elections resulted in a crushing defeat for the King 
and his ministry. Of the 221 who had voted for the Address, 202 
were returned; of the 181 wlio had voted against it only 99 were 
returned. The total Opposition was increased from 221 to 270. 
'Fhe ministry could count on less than 150 votes in the new 
Chamber. The voters had spoken decisively. 

This Liberal majority was not opposed to the monarchy. 
Had the King been willing to make some conceftsions, had he 
dismissed the ministry, the majority of the Opposition would 
have been satisfied. Charles X was urged to take this course 
by the most absolute of rulers, the Emperor Nicholas I, and 
by the most absolute of ministers, Metternich. Polignac was 
willing to go. But Charles had so conspicuonsly identified him- 
self with his minister that yielding on that point seemed to him 
like abdicating. His own brother, Louis XVL had come to a 
tragic end, he said, because he had made concessions. The 
ministry remained. 

Charles was unconquerably stubborn. Other methods of grim- 
ing his ends having failed, he now determined upon coercion. He 
resolved to issue a series of ordinances to meet the demands 
pf the situation. The ordinances consequently appeared in the 
Moniteur, the official organ, July 26, 1830. They were four in 
number. The first suspended the liber t}^ of the pi’css. For the 
^publication, of any periodical a preliminary authorization of 
the Government was thenceforth to be required. This author- 
ization must be renewed every three months and might be re- 
voked at any moment. Thus the editors of France could not 
lawfully publish anotlier issue without obtaining the permission 
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of the Government, This, it was supposed, would effectually 
silence the o])position press. The second ordinance dissolved the 
Chamber of Deputies, just elected and overwhelmingly against 
the ministry, before that Chamber had ever met. This was to 
sport with the voters’ rights to choose the deputies whom they 
desired. The reason assigned for this step was that during the 
late elections methods had been used to deceive and mislead 
the electors.” To prevent the recurrence of such manceuvers a 
third ordinance was issued gravely altering the electoral system. 
The number of deputies was reduced again to 258, one-fifth re- 
newable each year. The property qualification for the suffrage 
was so manipulated as practically to exclude the rich bourgeoisie, 
merchants, and manufacturers, liberals and partisans of the 
new regime born of the Revolution, and to lodge political powers 
almost entirely in the hands of tlic class of great landed pro- 
prietors, chiefly members of the nobility of the old regime. The 
electorate was hereby reduced by about three-fourths. Instead 
of about 100,000 voters there were now to be about 25,000. The 
fourth ordinance ordered new elections and fixed the date for 
the meeting of the new Chamber of Deputies that would emerge 
from those elections. 

The King had persuaded himself that in issuing these ordi- 
nances he was acting not against the Charter but in conformity 
with it. He based his right uj)on an interpretation of Article 14, 
which gave him the ])Ower to make the necessary regulations 
and ordinances for the execution of the laws and the safety of 
the state.” lie lield that the king alone had the right to inter- 
pret the Charter, as the king alone had granted it. His inter- 
pretation was monstrous and his application of it pure absolutism, 
since, if the ordinances were legal, the most carefully safeguarded 
clauses of the Charter could be made null and void by the mon- 
arch’s act. Needless to say, the Cliartcr did not give the king 
the right to alter or abolish the fundamental provisions of the 
Charter. If so the French people would enjoy their liberties 
simply at the humor of the monarch. Not to have opposed 
these ordinances would have been to acquiesce quietly in the 
transformation of the French government into the absolute 
monarchy of the time of Louis XIV. If tlie French cared for 
the liberties they enjoyed, they could not permit this action 
of the King to stand. They must repel the assault upon their 
political system to whatever extent might be necessary, for the 
first and third ordinances were plainly violations of the Charter. 

Yet Charles X and his minister, Polignac, were confident that 
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there would be no trouble. The ordinances affected, they said, 
only a few people — newspaper men and those who had the 
right to vote — an exceedingly small minority. No right that 
the masses of the people enjoyed was infringed. The people, 
therefore, would have no motive or desire to rise to aid simply 
the privileged few. It was the belief of the ministry that the 
mass of the nation was indifferent to the electoral law and was 
satisfied with material prosperity. The Government, entertaining 
this view of the situation, took no serious precautions against 
trouble. The Minister of Police assured his colleagues that 
Paris would not stir. Charles X, having signed the fateful 
decrees, and feeling secure, went off to hunt at Rambouillet. On 
his return that evening everything was quiet and the Duchess 
of Berry congratulated him that at last he was king. 

The constitutional party, in truth, was poorly organized for 
resistance and moved slowly. The ordinances were aimed at 
the newspapers and the Chamber. The Chamber had not yet 
met. Its members were scattered over France, although some 
were in Paris. The first step in resistance was faken by the 
liberal editors of Paris. Under the leadership of 'Thiers they 
published a protest. The reign of law has been interrupted; 
tfiat of force has begun. The Government has violated the law; 
we are absolved from obedience. We shall attempt to publish 
our papers without asking for the authorization which is im- 
posed upon us. The Government has this day lost the character 
of legality wliich gives it the right to exact obedience. We shall 
resist it in that which concerns ourselves. It is for France to 
decide how far her own resistance shall extend.’’ On the follow- 
ing day the liberal members of the Chamber of Deputies drew 
up a formal protest against the ordinances, but outlined no 
course of action. The Revolution of 1830, however, was not 
to be accomplished by the journalists or the deputies. 

As the significance of the ordinances came to be more clef»rly 
seen, popular anger began to manifest itself. Crowds assembled 
in Jhe streets shouting Down with the Ministry ! ” ; “ Long live 
,tlie Charter ! ” Fuel was added to the rising flame by the ap- 
pointment of Marmont, odious as a traitor to France in 1814, 
to the command of the troops in Paris. The workmen of the 
printing e.^tablishments, thrown out of employment, began agitat- 
ing, and other workmen joined them. 

On Wednesday, July 28, civil war broke out. The insurgents 
were mainly old soldiers, Carbonari, and a group of republicans 
and workmen — men who hated the Bourbons, who followed 
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the tricolor flag as tlie true national emblem, rather than the 
white flag of the royal liouse. This war lasted three days. It 
was the July Revolution — the Glorious Thr^e Days. It was a 
street war and was limited to Paris. The insurgents were not 
very numerous, probably not more than ten thousand. But the 
Government had itself probably not more tlian fourteen thousand 
troops in Paris. The insurrection was not difficult to organize. 
The streets of Paris were narrow and crooked. Through such 
tortuous lanes it was impossible for the Government to send 
artillery, a weapon which it alone possessed. The streets were 
paved with large stones. These could be torn up and piled in 
such a way as to make fortresses for the insurgents. In the night 
of the 27th-28th the streets were cut up by hundreds of barricades 
made in this manner of paving stones, of overturned wagons, 
of barrels and boxes, of furniture, of trees and objects of every 
description. Against such obs.taclcs the soldiers could make but 
little progress. If they overthrew a barricade and passed on, 
it would immediately be built up again behind them more threaten- 
ing than before because cutting their line of reinforcements and 
of possible retreat. Moreover, the soldiers had only the flint-lock 
gun, a weapon no better than that in the hands of insurgents. 
Again, the officers had no knowledge of street fighting, where- 
as the insurgents liad an intimate knowledge of the city, of its 
streets and lanes. IMoreover, the soldiers were reluctant to fight 
against the people, 'i^lie fighting continued two days amid the 
fierce heat of July. About six hundred lives were lost. Finally 
Charles, scing his troops worsted and gradually driven back out 
of the city, determined to withdraw the ordinances. His mes- 
sengers, who were bringing this news to the insurgents, w^ere 
greeted with cries of “ Too late, too late! ” The insurgents were 
no longer content with the withdrawal of tlie odious measures 
that had precipitated the contest. They would have nothing more 
to do with Cliarles X. But the determination of the government 
to succeed his was a delicate matter. Those who had done the 
actual fighting undoubtedly w^anted the republic. But the 
journalists and deputies and the majority of the Parisians were 
opposc'd to such a solution. They now took the aggressive and 
skilfully brought forward the candidacy of Louis Philippe, Duke 
of Orleans, representing a younger branch of the royal family, 
a man who had always sympathized with liberal opinions. On 
July JO appeared a manifesto written by Thiers in the interest 
of this candidacy, running as follow^s : Charles X may no 

longer return to Paris: he has caused the blood of the people 
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to flow. The Republic would expose us to frightful divisions; 
it would embroil us with Europe. The Duke of Orleans is a 
prince devoted to the cause of tlie Revolution. . . . The Duke 
of Orleans is a citizen king. The Duke of Orleans has borne 
the tricolors in the heat of battle. The Duke of Orleans alone 
can again bear them; we wish no others. The Duke of Orleans 
makes no announcement. He awaits our will. Let us proclaim 
that will and he will accept the Charter, as we have always under- 
stood it and desired it. From the French people will lie hold his 
crown.” 

On the following day tlie deputies who were in Paris met and 
invited the Duke of Orleans to exercise tlie functions of Lieu- 
tenant-General of the Kingdom.” In a proclamation announcing 
this fact to the people it was stated: ‘‘ He will respect our rights, 
for he will hold his from us.” The Duke of Orleans accepted the 
position until the opening of the Chambers which sliould deter- 
mine upon the future form of government for France. He added, 
“ The Charter shall henceforth be a reality.” But the transition 
from the old to the new was not yet completed. The people, 
who, during those three hot July da vs, had done tlie actual fight- 
ing, desired a republic. Tliey had tlieir (piarters at the Hotel 
de Ville and must be reckoned with. The final decision between 
monarchy and republic lay in the hands of Lafayette, the real 
leader of the Republicans, It was of the liigliest importance to 
know his attitude. 

On July yi Louis Philippe rode to the Hotel de Ville dressed 
in the uniform of a general and wearing the tricolor cockade. 
He appeared on the balcony. Lafayette appeared with him 
and embraced him. The elfect of the little pantomime was in- 
stantaneous. The crowd shouted for Louis Philippe. This 
popular applause ended the brief hope of the Republicans. The 
crowd virtually gave another sovereign to France. 

Charles X now accepted the revolution. He abdicated, as 
did his eldest son, the Duke of Angouleine. in favor of the post- 
humous son of the late Duke of Berry, the Duke of Bordeaux, 
later well known in the history of France as the Count of 
Chambord and as Henry V, the title he would liave worn had he ‘ 
ever become king. The leaders of the movement had, however, 
other ideas concerning the future government of France, They 
wished to be entirely rid of this legitimate royal line. Their 
first step was directed against Charles X and liis immediate 
family. Desiring no repetition of the experience of the former 
revolutionists of having a king as prisoner they sent troops 
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against him to frighten him out of the country. The method 
succeeded. Slowly the King and his family withdrew toward the 
coast, whence they embarked for England (August 14). For 
two years Charles X lived in Great Britain, keeping a melan- 
choly court in Holyrood Palace, Edinburgh, of sombre memory 
in the life of Mary, Queen of Scots. Removing later to Austria, 

' he died in 1836. 

The Chamber of Deputies, whose dissolution by diaries X 
before it liad ever come together, had been one of the causes 
of tliis revolution, organized itself August 3 and undertook a 
revision of the Charter. It then called Louis Philippe to the 
throne, ignoring the claims of the legitimate prince, the nine- 
year-old Duke of Bordeaux. The revolution was now considered 
over. It had had no such scope as had that of 1789. It grew 
out of no deep-seated abuses, out of no crying national distress^ 
France was growing every day riclier and more prosperous. It 
was an unexpected impromptu affair. Not dreamed of July 25th, 
it was over a week later. One king had been overthrown, another 
; created, and the Charter sliglitly modified. Parliamentary 
1 government had been preserved; a return to autocracy prevented. 

The essential weakness of the monarchy of tlie Restoration 
was shown by the ease wdth w'hich it w^as terminated. It always 
labored under the odium of its origin, liaving been brought back, 
as the phrase went, in the baggage of tlie Allies,” the enemies 
and vanquishers of France. The very presence of Louis XVIIL 
and Charles X in France was a reminder of the humiliations of 
that country, was a trophy of her enemies^ victories. Moreover, 
it was an inevitable fatality of this monarchy that its natural 
representatives and counselors had been long in exile, did not 
understand the complete intellectual transformation of their 
countrymen, had themselves always lived in a world of ideas alien 
to modern FVance, viewed the country they had to rule through 
a distorting though inevitable medium of preconce})tions, prej- 
udices, and convictions. The Bourbon monarchy accomplished* 
much that was salutary. It restored the sadly disordered 
finances of the nation. Its policy in foreign affairs, in Greece,;- 
in Algeria, even in Spain, gave general satisfaction. But its 
ideal in government was the old, aristocratic regime and it w^as 
impelled by its very nature to seek to approach that ideal. When 
it approached too near it suddenly found itself to])pled over. 

Thus ends the Restoration and the reign of Louis Philippe 
now begins. Those who brought about the final overthrow of 
the elder Bourbons received no adequate reward. They had 
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the tricolor flag once more, but the rich bourgeoisie had the 
government. The Republicans yielded, but without renouncing 
their principles or their hopes. Cavaignac, one of their leaders, 
wlien thanked for the abnegation of his party, replied, “You 
are wrong in thanking us ; we have yielded because we are not 
yet strong enough. Later it will be different.” The revolu- 
tion, in fact, gave great impetus to the doctrine of the sovereignty 
of the people. 



CHAPTER VI 


REVOLUTIONS BEYOND FRANCE 

Tjie influence of the RevoluHon of 18r*30 was felt all over 
Europe — in Poland, Germany, Italy, Switzerland, Pnigland, and 
the N(‘therlands. It was the signal and encouragement for wide- 
spread popular movements which for a short time seemed to 
threaten the whole structure erected in 1815 at Vienna. It 
created an immediate })roblem for the rulers of Phirope. Tliey 
had bound themselves in 1815 to guard against the outbreak of 
“ revolution,” to watch over and assure the “ general tran- 
quillity ” of Europe. They had adopted and a])])lied since tlien, 
as we have seen, the doctrine of intervention in the affairs of 
countries infected by revolutionary fever, as the great preservative 
of public order. Would tliis self-constituted international police 
acquiesce in the overthrow of the legitimate king of France by 
the mob of Paris? Now that revolution had again broken out 
in tha^ 3 P' restless country, would they ‘‘ intervene ” as they had 
done in S])ain and Italy? At first tliey were disposed to do so. 
Metterni(Ui’s immediate impulse was to organize a coalition 
r-against tAis king of the barricades.” But when the time came 
[ this was seen to be impracticable, for Russia was occupied with 
! a revolution in Poland, Austria with revolutions in Italy, Prussia 
with similar movements in Germany, and England was engrossed 
in the most absorbing discussion of domestic problems she had 
faced in many decades. ^Moreover, England a])})roved tlie revo- 
lution. All the powers, Ihereforc, recognized liOuis Philippe, 
though with varying indications of annoyance. In one partic- 
ular, consequently, the settlement of 1815 was undone forever. 
The elder branch of the House of Bourbon, ])ut upon the throne 
of France by the Allies of 1815, was now puslied from it, and 
the revolution, hated of the other powers, had done it. 

THE RISE OF THE KINGDOM OF BEL(^IUM 

Another part of the diplomatic structure of 1815 was now 
overthrown. The Congress of Vienna had created an essentially 
artificial state to the north of France, the Kingdom of the 
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Netlierlands. It had done tins ex])licitly for the purpose of 
having a barrier against France. The Belgian provinces, hither- 
to Austrian, were in 1815 annexed to Holland to strengthen 
that state in order that it might: be in a position to resist attack 
until the other powers should come to its rescue. The Congress 
had also declared and guaranteed the neutrality of the new 
state as an additional protection against an aggressive France. 

But it was easier to declare these two peoples formally united 
under one ruler than to make them in anv real sense a single 
country. Though it might seem by a glance at the map that 
the peo])les of this little corner of pAirope must be essentially 
homogeneous, such was not at all the case. There w^ere many 
more points of difference than of similarity between them. Their 
historic evolution had not been at all the same. Except under 
the overpowering rule of Napoleon they had not been under the 
same government since 1579. Holland liad been a republic. The 
Belgian provinces had remained subject to Spain at the time 
that Holland had accpiired her independence, and had later passed 
under Austrian rule. They were also divided by language. The 
Dutch spoke a Teutonic tongue, the Belgians cither Flemish, a 
Teutonic speocli, yet differing from the Dutch, or Walloon, allied 
to the hhvnch. IMiey were (livided by religion. The Dutch were 
Protestants and Calvinists; the Belgians devoted Catholics. 
They differed in tlieir economic life and jirinciples. The Dutch 
were an agricultural and commercial ])eo|)le and were inclined 
to free trade; the Belgians a manufacturing people and inclined 
toward protection. There was one form of union, however, under 
which such dissimilar ])eoples might have lived hai’inoniously to- 
gether — that of a ])ers()nal union. Each might have had the 
same monarch but have kept its own institutions and followed 
ils own lino of development. But at Vienna no thought was 
given to such an arrangement. It was decided that the union 
should be close and complete.” 

This was the first disap])ointment for the Belgians. They 
had hoped tluit henceforth they would have a large measure of 
independence. They had never yet constituted a nation. For 
centuries they had been subject to the Spaniards and the 
Austrians. But the French Revolution had powerfully aroused 
the longing »f or a national existence. This desire for liberty and" 
independence, thwarted in 1815, operated with growing force 
throughout the period of their connection with Holland, The^ 
Belgians saw themselves simply added to and subjected to anotherj 
people inferior in numbers to themselves. : 
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Friction began at once. The King, William I, had promised 
a constitution to his united kingdom and appointed a commission 
to draw it up. The commission consisted of an equal number 
of Dutch and Belgian members. There were discussions as to 
the capital. The Dutch desired Amsterdam; the Belgians, 
Brussels. No decision was possible, and it was decided conse- 
quently to make no mention of the subject in the Constitution. 
It was agreed that tliere should be a legislature consisting of 
two chambers, an Upper Chamber appointed by tlie king, a 
Lower elected by tlie provincial states. The latter was to be 
composed of 55 Dutcli and 55 Belgian members. The Belgians 
objected to this equality, saying that they were a population 
of over three million, while Holland had less than two million. 
Holland replied tliat slie had been a sovereign and independent 
state for over two centuries and that she would not admit Belgian 
predominance; also that wealtli and general state of civilization 
must be taken into account ; moreover, that if population were 
regarded as the sole basis of the state she liad a right to 
count in her colonies. She insisted upon a representation at 
least equal to that of tJie newly incorporated territories. As' 
neither would recognize the ])rcdomi nance of tlie other, equality 
of representation was the onl}^ possible outcome. " ^ 

Equal rights were granted all forms of worsliip. This was 
denounced by the Belgian Catholics. The Constitution gave 
great power to the king. The legislative bodies could reject but 
not amend bills. Tlie right of trial by jury was not guaranteed,^ 
a right the Belgians had enjoyed under the French rule. The 
Constitution was now submitted to assemblies of the tw^o peoples^ 
for approval. The Dutch assembly accejited it but the Belgian% 
rejected it. Nevertheless, by an arbitrary exercise of power the 
King declared it in force. 

A union so inharmoniously begun was never satisfactory to 
-the Belgians. Friction was constant. The Belgians objccted<^ 
with justice that the officials in the state and army were almost 
all Dutch. They objected to the King’s attemjits to force the' 
Dutch language into a position of undue privilege. They ob- » 
jected to the system of taxation. Religious differences^ 
inflamed passions still further. Though the fact remains that 
during this period and largely because of this union the material 
prosperity of the Belgians advanced greatly, still the union never 
became popular. The evident desire of the King to fuse his two 
peoples into one was a constant irritation. The system was more 
and more disliked by the Belgians as the years went by. 
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Thus, long before the revolution in France, there was a strong 
movement in Belgium in favor of larger liberty, of self-govern- 
ment. Few as yet, however, dreamed of a disruption of the 
kingdom. There was a lively sense of grievances too long en- 
dured. The July Revolution now came as a spark in the midst 
of all this inflammable material. On A ,uii:ujSLt J^5i.^lB30> rioting 
b jgke out in Brussels. It was not at first directed toward in- 
depeiidcncc. 'J^he Belgians would have been satisfied if each 
country could liave been given its own government under the 
same king. The King rejected this proposal to change a real 
into a ‘‘ personal ” union. His troops attempted to put down the 
insurrection. Tlicre were in September several days of fighting 
in Brussels as there had been in Paris, and of the same character. 

on October 4 the Provi- 
sional Government that had arisen out of the turmoil declared 
Belgium independent and called a congress to determine the 
future form of government. The King now prepared to make 
concessions, but it was too late. The congress decided in favor 
of a monarchy as tlie form of government, adopted a liberal 
constitution, and at the suggestion of England and France elected 
asJkijigJ^eqpold of Coburgj^jvlm had just declined the new throne 
of Greece, but who accepted this. 

The task of greatest difficulty was to get the new kingdom 
recognized by tlie Great Powers, which in 1815 had added Belgium 
to Holland. Would they consent to the undoing of their own 
work? The King, William I, was resolved not to give up Belgium 
and was prej)aring to reconquer it, whicli he })robably could 
have done, as Belgium had no army. Everything, therefore, 
depended on the powers wliicli had supj)ressed revolution in Spain 
and Italy ten years before. Would they do it again in the interest 
of the treaties of 1815? Now, however, they were divided, and 
in this division lay the salvation of the new state. The Tsar 
wished to intervene in order to o])pose an armed barrier to 
the progress of revolution.” Prussia seemed similarly inclined, 
hut Eouis Philippe, knowing that his own throne would be over- 
thrown by tlie Parisians if he supinely allowed these absolutej 
monarchies to crush the new liberties of the Belgians, gavej 
explicit warning that if they intervened FVance also would inter-'’ 
vene against tliem ‘‘ in order to hold the balance even ” until 
the whole question should be settled by the powers, in congress; 
assembled. 

In November, 1830, an insurrection broke out in Poland, 
which effectually prevented Russia from acting in the Belgian 
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matter, caused Prussia to fix her attention upon her eastern 
boundaries, and filled Austria with apprehension. Thus the Holy 
Allies, hitherto so redoubtable as the opponents of revolutionary 
movements everywhere, were in no position to stamp out such a 
movement in Belgium. This part of the work of the Congress 
of Vienna had consequently been undone. A new state had arisen 
in Europe as a result of revolution. Itfe revolutionary origin, 
however, was covered up by the action of the powers in now 
w consenting to it. Conferences of the powers, held in London at 
tlie close of 1830 and in 1831, accepted the separation of Belgium 
from Holland, guaranteed the neutrality of the new kingdom, 
and sanctioned the choice by the Belgians of Leopold as their 
ruler. The powers had the satisfaction of knowing that though 
the territorial arrangements of Vienna were altered, France, the 
arch-enemy, had gained nothing. Moreover, the monarcliical 
principle was saved, as Belgium had been prevented from be- 
coming a republic ; but tlie new monarchy was constitutional, a 
fact pleasing to England and France, but odious to the three 
eastern powers. 

The success of tlic Belgian revolution liad to a considerable 
extent been rendered possible by a revolution in Poland, which 
ended in disastrous failure. Neither Russia, nor Prussia, nor 
Austria would have acquiesced so easily in the dismemberment 
of the Kingdom of the Netherlands liad they not feared that if 
they went to war with France concerning it, France would in 
turn aid tlie Poles, and tlie future of tlie Poles was of far greater 
immediate importance to them than tlie future of the Nether- 
landers. The French Revolution of 1830 was followed by the 
rise of tlie Kingdom of Belgium; but it was also followed by the 
disappearance of the Kingdom of Poland. 

REVOLUTION IN POLAND 

Poland liad been, down to the last quarter of the eighteenth 
century, an independent state. During that quarter its inde- 
pendence had been destroyed and its territory seized by its three 
neighbors, Russia, Prussia, and Austria, in the famous parti- 
tions of 1772, 1793, and 1795. But the Polish people’s ])assion- 
ate love of country was not destroyed and their hope that 
Revolutionary and Napoleonic France would restore their inde- 
pendence was intense. It was, however, destined to disappoint- 
ment. But with the fall of Napoleon hope sprang up in another 
quarter. Alexander I, Tsar of Russia, was in 1815 filled with 
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generous and romantic aspirations and was for a few years a 
patron of liberal ideas in various countries. Under the influence 
of these ideas he conceived the plan of restoring the old Kingdom 
of Poland. Poland should be a kingdom entirely separate from 
the Empire of Russia, He should be Emperor of Russia and 
King of Poland. The union of the two states would be simply 
personal. 

Alexander had desired to restore Poland to the full extent 
of its possessions in the eighteenth century. To render this 
possible Prussia and Austria must relinquisli the provinces they 
had acquired in the three partitions. Tliis, as we liave seen, was 
not accomplished at the Congress of Vienna. Tliere were hence- j 
forth four Polands — Prussian Poland, Austrian Poland, Riis-j 
sian Poland, and a new small independent Poland, created Jby’ 
tlie Congress of Vienna, the R epublic of Cracow. The new 
Polish kingdom, erected by ^rexahder I in 1815, was tlien simply^ 
a [)art of liistoric Poland, nor did it indeed include all of the 
J^olish territories that Russia had acquired. 

Of this new state Alexander was to be king. To it he granted 
toward the close of 1815 a constitution. There was to be a 
Diet meeting every two years. This Avas to consist of a Senate^ 
nominated by the king, and of a Chamber of Nuncios, elected', 
by the assemblies of the nobles and by the communes. The lattei^i 
chamber was to be elected for six years, one-tliird renewable every 
two years. Roman Catholicism w^as recognized as the state re-1 
ligion; but a generous measure of toleration Avas giATii to other/ 
sects. liiberty of the press was guaranteed, subject to laws de-<\ 
signed to prevent its abuse. The Polish language Avas made 
the official language. All positions in the government Avere to j 
be filled by Poles, not by Russians. No people in central Europe^ 
possessed such liberal institutions as those Avith which the Poles 
were now invested. A prosperous career as a constitutional moii- 
arcliy seemed about to begin. The Poles had never enjoyed so 
much civil freedom, and they AA^ere noAV receiving a considerable 
mofusure of home-rule. 

. But this regime, AAcll-meant and full of promise, encountered 
obstacles from the start. The Russians were opposed to the 
idea of a restored Poland, and particularly to a constitutional 
Poland, wlmn they themselves had no constitution. Why should 
their old enemy be so greatly faA^ored A^dien they, the real sup- 
[)orters of the Tsar, were not.? The hatred of Russians and 
Poles, a Jfact centuries old, continued undiminished. Moreover, 
Avhat tTie dominant class of Poles desired, far more than liberal 



104 


EEVOLUTIONS BEYOND FRANCE 


government, .was independence. They could never forget the daj^s 
of their prosperity. Unfortunately they had not the wisdom 
or self-control to use their present considerable liberties for the 
purpose of building up the social solidarity which Poland had 
always lacked by redressing the crying grievances of the serfs 
against the nobles, by making all Poles feel that they were a 
single people rather than two classes of oppressors and oppressed. 
They did not seek gradually to develop under the'^aegis^ of their 
constitution a true and vigorous nationality, which might some 
.day be strong enough to win its inde])endence, but they showed 
! their dissatisfaction with the limited powers Alexander had 
granted and shortly became obstructive and censorious — conduct 
packing in tact and judgment. 

The Diet criticized certain acts of the Tsar’s officials and 
the Tsar warned the Diet. Friction developed from time to 
time, and, moreover, as the y^ears went by, Alexander’s early 
liberalism faded away. Iii§_succcssor, Nicholas I, who came to 
' the throne in 1825, was a thorough-going absolutist. The spirit 
of unrest was strong among the mass of the lesser Polish nobility, 
a class little accustomed to self-control and also strongly in- 
fluenced by the democratic ideas of Western Europe. This 
party was now inflamed by the re])orts of the successful revolu- 
tion in France; by the belief that the French would aid them 
if they strove to imitate their examjfle. When, therefore, the 
Tsar summoned the Polish army to prepare for a campaign 
whose object was the suppression of the Belgian revolution, the 
determination of the Liberals was quickly made. Tliey rose in 
insurrection on the 29th of Noverril^er, 1880. The Russian 
Grand Duke Constantine was driven from Warsaw. The revo- 
lutionists first tried negotiation with the Tsar, hoping in this 
way to secure their demand for larger political liberty. The 
attempt failed, but consumed time which the revolutionists could 
have used to much better advantage in arousing and organizing 
*the country. When the Tsar sent word that Poland had but 
two alternatives — unconditional submission or annihilation — 
then the more radical revolutionists seized control of the move- 
ment, declared that the House of Romanoff had ceased to rule 
in Poland, and prepared for a life and death straggle. 

Russia’s military resources, however, were so .great that 
Poland could not hope alone to achieve her national independence. 
The Poles expected foreign intervention, but no intervention 
came. Enthusiasm for the Poles was widespread among the 
people in France, in England, and in Germany. But the gov- 



THE POLISH INSURRECTION 


105 


crnmcnts, none of which was controlled by public opinion, re- 
fused to move. Louis Philippe, feelin|[^ his new throne quite 
insecure, did not wish to hazard it in the vicissitudes of a war. 
The revolution from which he had himself profited was a half- 
way affair. Revolutionary flames feed each othex. If France 
should aid Poland the restless elements at home would be en- 
coura^^ed to go further and insist upon a thorough change in 
France which would endanger his position. England was not 
disposed to injure Russia, which might somewhere else wreak 
vengeance upon her. Prussia and Austria felt that an inde- 
pendent Poland would be a menace to them, as it would seek 
to win tlieir Polish possessions. Moreover, patrons of reaction 
as they were, ought they to become, for no reason better than a 
popular sentiment, patrons of revolution? 

Thus Poland was left to fight alone witli Russia and of the 
outcome there could be no doubt. The Poles fought with great 
bravery, but without good leadership, witliout careful organiza- 
tioiij^ without a spirit of subordination to military authorities. 
Tlie war went on from January 1831 until September of that 
year, wlien Warsaw fell before the Russians. Tlie results of this 
ill-advised and ill-executed insurrection were deplorable in the 
extreme. Poland ceased to exist as a separate kingdom and^ 
became^ increly a province of the Russian Empire. Its Constitu- 
tion was abolislied and it was lienceforth ruled with great severity 
and arbitrariness. The insurgents were savagely punished. 
Many were executed, many sent to Siberia. Thousands of Polish 
officers and soldiers escaped to the countries of western Europe 
and became a restless element in Paris, Berlin, and Vienna, 
always ready to fight for liberty. Even the Polish language 
seemed doomed, so repressive was the policy now followed by 
Russia. The Poles’ sole satisfaction was a highly altruistic one, 
that by their revolt they Inad contributed greatly to the succ^ ss. 
of the revolutions in France and Belgium. 

REVOLUTION IN ITALY 

Another country which felt the revolutionary wave of 1830 
was Italy. The revolutions of 1820 and 1821 had occurred in 
northern and southern Italy. They had been easily crushed, 
largely by Austrian arms. During the next decade Austrian in- 
fluence weighed ever more heavily upon the peninsula. Dis- 
content with existing conditions was general. 
ernments were despotic, reactionary, unenlightened. The Car- 
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bonari were constantly plotting new insurrections* In 1830 
Prince Metternich declared Italy to be of all European lands the 
one which had the greatest tendency to revolution. 

Metternieli’s diagnosis was destined to immediate vindication. 
Revolutions broke out in the states of central Italy in 1831. 
The Prince of Modena and the Diiclicss of Parma, Marie Louise, 
the former Empress, were forced to flee from their states. More 
-serious was the rising in the Papal States against the govern- 
ment of the priests. In the Romagna, the northern part of the 
Papal States, Bologna, the center of the disturbance, declared 
the temporal power of the Papacy at an end. ^Y'arly every town 
in tlie States except Rome joined the movement. 

The revolutionists expected tlie inevitable liostility of Austria 
but ho])ed for the support of France as well as of the people 
in other Italian states. But France was a most uncertain reed. 
Louis Philippe desired peace above all things, not wishing to 
risk his newly acquired power in the chances of a war so far 
away and with so strong a state as Austria. His prime minister 
declared in a celebrated speecli that French blood belongs to 
France alone,” a phrase odious to all Liberals as in it there was 

( only egoism. Louis Philippe, too, was probabl}’^ influenced by 
fear of the rise anew of Bonapartism out of an Italian war. The 
two sons of Louis Napoleon of Holland had offered their serv- 
ices to the Italian insurgents. Further, might not Austria, irri- 
tated, permit Napoleon’s son, the Duke of Reichstadt, now a 
virtual prisoner at Vienna, to return to France, in which case 
Louis Philippe’s power would probably founder quickly? Feel- 
ing his position strong, Metternich decided to intervene and 
suppress the insurrection. Austrian troops were sent southward. 
The exiled rulers were easily restored. The Pope recovered his 
provinces. But a conference of the five great powers at this 
juncture demanded that he carry out extensive reforms, mainly 
in the direction of putting the government into the hands of 
laymen. The Austrian forces were then withdrawn. But the 
papal promises, not being kept, insurrection broke out again in 
1832. Again the Papal Government was powerless to maintain 
itself. The Austrians once more crossed the frontier, at the 
request of the Pope. But this time France intervened, not in 
the interest of the Italians, but, as she held, in the genf.ral interest 
of the European equilibrium which would be upset by the pre.- 
dominance of Austria in Italy, Asserting that she liad as good 
“"a right to be in the Papal States as had Austria, she seized the 
fortress of Ancona, announcing that she proposed to stay there 
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as long as Austrian troops remained. All this was a mere epi- 
sode in the game of the balance of power. The two powers 
watched each other on the Pope’s domains until 1838, when, the 
Austrians having withdrawn their troops, France gave up 
Ancona. Absolutism was restored in the Papal States and in 
the duchies. 

Thus another attempt of Italians to direct their own affairs 
had failed. TJie leaders were incapable, the odds too great. 
I^ut there were certain results of importance. The absolute 
n^eisityl)f driving Austria out of the peninsula, if the peninsula 
was ever to have a career of its own, was proved once more; also 
the difficulty of driving iier out. The hostility of the papacy to 
any such project was again shown. The temporal power of the 
Pope liad by some of liis own subjects been declared at an end — 
a suggestive precedent. The ambition of the leaders, too, had 
been to make Rome the capital of a new state of Italy. The 
.revolutions of 1820 and 1821 had mainly been the work of mili- 
tary circles. The movements of 1831 and 1832 were joined by 
many merchants and laborers. Liberalism was appealing with 
increasing force to classes of the po])ulation hitherto passive or 
ignored. JLiberalism was becoming more democratic. But for 
the time being reaction again held sway in Italy. 

REVOLUTION IN GERMANY 

Tims in 1830 revolution raged with varying vehemence all 
about Germany — in France, in Belgium, in Poland, and in Italy. 
The movement also affected Germany itself. In Brunswick, 
Saxony, Ilesso-Cassel, and in two Saxon duchies revolutionary 
movements broke out with the result that several new constitu- 
tions were added to those already granted. The new ones were 
chiefly in North Germany, whereas the earlier ones had b' on 
mainly in Soutli German states. But the two great states, 
Austria and Prussia, passed unscathed and set themselves to 
bring about a reaction, as soon as the more pressing dangers in 
PoFand and Italy and France were over, and they themselves felt 
secure. Using certain popular demonstrations, essentially 
insignificant, with all the effect with which he had previously 
used the Wartburg festival, Metternicli succeeded in carrying 
reaction fuVther than he had been able to even in the Carlsbad 
Decrees of 1819. Those decrees were aimed chiefly at the um^j 
versities and the press. New regulations were adopted in \832| 
and 1834 by which he secured not only the renewal of these but| 
the enactment of additional repressive measures. 
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Jn 1832 six new articles were adopted by the Diet of the 
Confederation, by which the suppression of liberalism was 
rendered more thorough than ever. By them every Germani 
sovereign was bound to refuse any petition of his local assembly 
that might impair his sovereignty ; every assembly was forbiddem 
to refuse its sovereign the taxes necessary to carry on the govern- 
ment or to use the taxing power to force concessions from the 
prince, or to pass any laws prejudicial to tlie objects of the 
Confederation. A committee was to be appointed by the Diet' 
to watch over the legislation of the different states, and to 
report all measures tluit threatened the rights of tlie Diet or of 
tlie individual sovereigns. The Federal Diet was made a kindv 
of Supreme Court with power to interpret the fundamental laws 
of the Confederation and to decide what state laws were incon- 
sistent witli tliem, that is, were unconstitutional. 

The Diet also passed other repressive measures forbidding, 
political societies, public meetings, and revolutionary badges, and 
promising aid to sovereigns in case of need. The decrees againsti 
the universities were enforced with renewed vigor. Thus not 
only universities, but cliarnbers of de})uties were now under the 
Metternich system. This was Metternicli’s crowning achieve- 
ment in Germany. Again a persecution of professors, students, 
"^nd journalists, surpassing previous ones, was instituted. 
Obstinate chambers of de])utics were dissolved. Constitutional 
life in the few states wliere it existed was reduced to a minimum. 
The political liistory of Germany offers but little interest until 
the great mid-century uprising of 1848 shook this entire system 
of negation and repression to the ground. 



CHAPTER VII 

THE REIGN OF LOUIS PHILIPPE 


Louis Philippe, the new monarcli of the French, Fas already 
in his fifty-seventh year. He was the son of the notorious 
Philippe ligalite, who had intrigued during the Revolution for 
the throne occupied by his cousin, Louis XVI, had, as a member 
of the Convention, voted for the latter’s execution, and had him- 
self later perished miserably on the scaffold. In 1789 Louis 
Philippe was only sixteen years of age, too young on the whole 
to ]day a political role, though he became a member of the 
Jacobin Club. Later, wlien the war broke out, he joined the 
army of liis country and fought valiantly at Valmy and Jemappe^. 
Becoming suspected of treason he fled from France in 1793 and 
(‘iitered upon a life of exile that was to last twenty-one years. 
He went to Switzerland, where he lived for a while, teaching 
geography and mathenicatics in a school in Reichenau. Leaving 
there when his incognito was discovered he traveled as far north 
as the North Cape, and as far west as the United States, He 
finally settled in England and lived on a pension granted by the 
British Government. Returning to Fi-ancc on the fall of 
Napoleon he was able to recover a large part of the family 
j)roperty, which, though confiscated during tlie Revolution, had 
not been actually sold. Huring the Restoration he lived in the 
famous Palais Royal in the very heart of Paris, cultivating 
relations that might some day prove useful, particularly appeal- 
ing to the solid, rich bourgeoisie by a disjday of liberal senti- 
ments and by a good-humored, unconventional mode of life. 
He walked the streets of Paris alone, talked, and even drank with 
workmen with engaging honhomiey and sent his sons to the public 
schools to associate with the sons of the bourgeoisie a delicate 
compliment fully appreciated by the latter. His palace was the 
meeting place for the liberal, artistic, intellectual society of 
Paris. Here certainly was a prince as nearly republican as a 
prince could be. The rights won by the Revolution would surely 
not be endangered by a man who so easily adapted himself to 
the new ideas that had come into the world with thc^ great 
upheaval. Frenchmen, whd dreaded the idea of a republic, dis- 
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credited by the liorrors of the Revolution, and who wished to 
do away with tlie old-style monarchy, revived by Charles X, 
might naturally be liopcful of combining the advantages of both 
and avoiding the evils of both by placing so amiable and 
enlightened a prince in power. 

" Thus the legend grew up, carefully fostered, that here was a 
prince wlio put patriotism above self-interest, wlio had fought 
and suffered for his country. It was not known then, or in 
1830, that he had sought to fight against it during Napoleon’s 
reign, nor was it known tliat under this exterior of ostentatious 
liberalism there lay a strong ambition for personal power, a 
nature essentially autocratic, thoroughly imbued with extreme 
monarchical principles. Louis Philippe had learned the arts 
of intrigue, of self-control, of silent, incessant exploitation of 
circumstances for his own advancement. 

Such was the man who in 1830 became king, called upon to 
govern a country in a sea of troubles. His legal title to the 
tlironc was very weak, liis actual position for many years most 
precarious. He had been invited to ascend tlie tlirone simply by 
the Chamber of Deputies — a chamber, moreover, which had been 
legally dissolved, whicli, furthermore, had never been authorized 
to choose a king, which was, therefore, giving away soinctliing 
it did not possess. Moreover, of that chamber of 430 members 
only 252 took part in the vote, 219 in favor of Louis Philippe, 
33 opposed. The Chamber of Peers concurred, but its concur- 
rence merely empliasized its nullity in the whole proceeding. 
The choice of the new king was never submitted to the people for 
ratification, was never even submitted to the voters, who 
numbered about a hundred thousand. Louis Philippe was virtu- 
ally the elect of 219 deputies, who, in turn, had no legal standing. 
Though the people of France acquiesced in the new regime, they 
never formally sanctioned it. The new king, in order to showf 
clearly the break with the past, assumed the name Louis 
Philippe, rather than Philip VII. 

The Chamber of Deputies, before calling Louis Philippe to 
the throne, drew up a Constitution to which he took oath. The 
Constitution was really a revision of the Charter of 1814 in 
those articles which had occasioned trouble during the last 
fifteen years, or which seemed inconsistent with the new mon- 
archy. Article_!H was modified to read,’ ‘‘ The king 

issues the ordinances necessary for the execution of the laws 
but never has power to suspend the laws or prevent their 
ibxecution.” Another change was that the right of initiating 



CHANGES IN THE CONSTITUTION 111 

legislation should no longer belong simply to the king, but should 
be enjoyed by both chambers. of the. -Chamber of 

Peers were made pjiiblic like those of the Chamber of Deputies. 

"Thstead of the formula, ‘‘ the Catholic religion is the religion 
of the state,” a phrase that denoted a position of privilege, a 
new formula appeared to the effect that that religion was pro- 
fessed bj the majority of the French.”"^ It was explicitly 
provided that the censorship should never be re-established. 
Article 67 said, “France resumes its colors. For the future, 
no other cockade sliall be worn than the tricolor cockade.” Thus 
the flag of the Revolution, lustrous with victories on a liundred 
battlefields, replaced the white banner of the Bourbons. Tlie 
preamble of the Charter of 1814 was suppressed because it 
sanctioned the theory of monarchy by divine right and because 
in it the king condescended to grant Frenchmen rights as an act 
of royal pleasure, which they considered belonged to them 
inherently. In most other respects the Charter of 1814 remained 
unaltered. The age qualification was reduced for deputies to 
thirty years, for voters to twenty-five. It was, however, stated 
in the revision that the electoral system should be determined by 
ordinary law, thus providing for a supersession of the existing 
method.’ 

A law was accordingly passed in 1831 establishing the system 
that was destined to remain in force until 1848. The law of 
vthe double vote was rescinded. The franchise, hitherto given 
only to those paying a direct proyierty tax of 300 francs, was 
now extended to tliose paying one of 200 francs. The qualifica- 
tion was reduced to 100 francs in the case of certain professional 
classes, the “ capacities,” so-called, lawyers, physicians, judges, 
professors. Thus fho electorate was doubled. But Framcc was 
still f ar f r Q m.~ democracy. At the beginning of the rei^ the 
voters numbered about two hundred thousand out of a popula- 
tion of about thirty millions. IVance was still governed by the 
propertied classes, by an aristocracy of wealth. Under the 
July Monarchy the bourgeoisie ^enjoyed a practical monopoly 
q 1 })owe;y . 

There was from the beginning a division of opinion as to the 
character of the new monarchy. Did Louis Philippe rule by 
divine right, or did he rule by the will of the people, expressed 
by their dej)uties? The very nature of the July Revolution 
showed that the former claim was untenable. That revolution 

^ The Constitution is given in full in Anderson, Constitutions and Docur 
rnents. No. 105. 
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had been made by the people of Paris against the monarch who 
ruled by divine right. Even with Charles X out of the way his 
legitimate successor was not Louis Philippe but the little Duke 
f of Bordeaux. But did the accession of this prince to the throne 
j)rovc on tlie other hand that all sovereignty was vested in the 
' people? Many claimed that such was the case, that tlie people 
;of France had virtually elected Louis Pliilippe king, that they 
might with equal propriety have elected any one else, that 
having elected him they could dismiss him. The opponents of 
those who held this view declared that this was to make the 
July Monarchy virtually a republic, and the fact remained that 
the republic had been deliberately rejected. This party argued 
tliat the new monarchy was peculiar — that tlie basis of the 
now system was a kind of contract between the king and the 
nation; that neither was absolutely sovereign, but that each 
possessed a part of the sovereignty; that thus each was indis- 
pensable to the other, eacli incomplete without the other; that 
^France did not recognize without qualification the doctrine of 
the sovereignty of the people, or that of the sovereignty of the 
monarch; that the fusion of the two, inevitable, conqfiete, was 
ithe basis of the state; that the true theory of the monarchy was 
that ex])ressed in liOiiis Philippe’s phrase that he was king by 
the grace of God and the will of the nation.” 

Not only was the legal basis of the July Monarchy un- 
certain, but its practical hold on France was most precarious. 
It was forced to devote tlie first half of its life to the prob- 
lem of getting solidly established. Improvised at the moment 
of revolution, cleverly set up in the midst of general confusion, 
it was singularly lacking in all the qualities that impose upon 
mankind, that command immediate respect, that indicate the 
possession of authority and power. Ther e was nothing majestic 
about its origin. It had no roots. Devised by the rich bour- 
geoisie, it seemed the expression of purely business considerations. 
Wlxether it could captivate the sentiments of France, could throw 
about itself the glamour that usually hovers over a throne, re- 
mained to be seen. It certainly possessed no prestige at the 
moment of its inception. Metternich analyzed the situation with 
keenness. “ Louis Philippe finds himself at his accession to the 
throne in an untenable position,” wrote the Austrian Chancellor, 
j“ for the basis upon which his authority rests consists only of 
i’.empty theories. His throne lacks the weight of the plebiscite 
Which was behind all the forms of government from 1792 to 1801 ; 
Ijkcks the tremendous support of liistorical right, which was be- 
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hind the Restoration; lacks the popular force of the republic,' 
the military glory of tlie empire, the genius and the arm of Na- 
poleon, the Bourbon support of a principle. Its durability will 
rest solely upon accidents.” 

Its durability, however, proved greater than had that of the 
Napoleonic Empire or of the Restoration. Yet it had first to 
pass through a long period of storm and stress. It had enemies 
without, who denied its very right to exist. And even the sup- 
porters of the new regime were divided into two parties who could 
not long co-operate, so different were tlieir views of the policies 
that ouglit to be followed by the Government both at home and 
abroad. There was the so-called party of movement or progr- 
iTss, with Laffitte, a rich Parisian banker, and Lafayette^j 
at its head. This party did not consider that the revolution was 
over as soon as Louis Philippe sat upon a throne. They wished 
at home to effect many reforms in a democratic sense, not with: 
revolutionary haste but gradually ; and abroad, they wished to 
aid those peoples which wore revolting against misrule — as 
in Belgium, Poland, and Italy. Thus by making France more 
democratic and by supporting democratic movements elsewliere, 
France would resume in the world lier position of leadership in 
liberalism, which she had held under the Revolution of 1789. 

The other party was called the party of resistance, of con^ 
servatism. It believed tliat tlie Revolution of 1830 had ter- 
minated on August 9, when I^ouis Philippe accepted the revised 
constitution and became king. It held that the Revolution had 
simply substituted for a king who wished to overthrow the parlia- 
mentary syst(‘m established in 1814, a king who wished to maintain 
that system; that the Revolution meant the preservation of existj; 
ing institutions, did not at all mean the expansion of tliose insti|| 
tutions in a democratic direction; th%t it was a popular revolufi 
tion designed to prevent a royal revolution. It believed tha! 
France ought iniTnediately to recover her normal condition, that 
the revolutionary passions which disturb men’s minds and injure 
business ought to be quieted at once. Abroad, as well as at home, , 
it would pursue a policy of peace. Casimir-Perier, Guizot, and' 
the Duke of Broglie were leaders of this group. 

Louis Philippe’s preferences were decidedly for the latter 
party. Yet lie could not at first break openly with the former. 
For some time, therefore, he called members of both to the min- 
istry. Such a ministry could not from the very nature of the 
case have a clear, coherent policy. Revolutionary passions still 
ran riot in Paris. Crowds demanded the execution of the min- 
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isters of Charles X, who liad advised the autocratic actions of 
that monarch. Mobs attacked Legitimists in the streets of Paris. 
These outbreaks resulted in business stagnation. The working 
classes suftered. It is said that ISOjOOO of them left Pax’is in 
search of employment. Public credit sank rapidly. Government 
bonds fell. No one could foresee what would happen either at 
home or abroad. The bourgeoisie felt insecure and rallied to the 
party of resistance. 

Finally, March 18 , 1881 , Casimir-Perier and the party of re- 
sistance came into power. That party was destined to remain 
in power, with some variations, more or less marked, during the 
rest of the reign of Louis Philippe. Its policy truly expressed 
the essential character of the July Monarchy, which fell after 
eighteen years because it had not accomplished the democratic 
reforms demanded by the party of progress. 

Casimir-Perier was a man of great wealth, of imperious temper, 
of positive opinions, of incisive speech. The principles according 
to which he intended to administer the government were boldly 
and clearly stated in an address delivered in the Chamber of 
Deputies shortly after the formation of his ministry. His declara- 
tions formed virtually the programme of the party of resistance. 
He announced his intention to carry out without weakness and 
without exaggeration the principle of the July Revolution. Now 
that principle was not insurrection ; it was resistance to executive 
France was exasperated, she was defied ; she de- 
fended herself, and her victory was the victory of law basely out- 
► raged. Respect for plighted" faith, respect for law, that is tlie 
^principle of the Revolution of July, the principle of- the govern- 
ment founded by it. For that Revolution founded a government 
and did not inaugurate anarchy. It did not overthrow the form 
of society, it affected only the political system. It aimed at the 
establishment of a government that sliould be free but orderly. 
Thus violence must riot be, either at home or abroad, the character 
of our government. At home every ap])eal to force, abroad every 
encouragement of popular insurrection, is a violation of its 
principle. Such is the thought, sucli the rule of our home and 
foreign policy. Order must be maintained, tlie laws must be exe- 
cuted, authority respected. Public security and tranquillity must 
be revived. The Revolution has not begun for France tlie reign 
of force. The blood of the French belongs to France alone. The 
first result of this Revolution has been to render monarchy more 
popular by reconciling it with liberty.” 

Casimir-Perier formulated for foreign affairs the principle of 
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non-intervention\ piromising not to intervene in favor of peoples in 
insurrection, Hut asserting that foreign powers had likewise no 
right to intervene beyond their own frontiers. This principle was 
absolutely opposed to that on which the Holy Alliance had been 
acting. Later Casimir-Perier did intervene in Italy and in Bel- 
gium in the name of the principle of non-intervention. 

This policy of rigorous restoration of order was begun at 
once. Casirnir-Pericr died in 1832 after a service of only fourteen 
months, but the policy he outlined with such clearness and firm- 
ness, and put into force, was continued in large measure by his 
^successors. 

The Government needed whatever strcngtli it could get from a 
concentration of all its forces for the ])reservation of its existence, 
for tlie parties that desired the overthrow of the Orleanist Mon- 
arcliy were active and daring. These parties, the Legitimists 
and the Republicans, it finally succeeded in silencing, thougli not 
until after much shedding of blood. 

For the Legitimists, those who defended the rights of Charles X 
and his descendants, Louis Phili])pe was a usurper, a thief who 
liad treacherously stolen the crown of the Duke of Bordeaux, the 
legitimate king. Tliis party was numerically small, but it had 
in the Duchess of Berry a dauntless and resolute, if imprudent 
leader. A woman of unusual personal charm, attracting people 
to her and her plans despite their better judgment, she now, an 
exile in Kngland, conceived the idea of winning a throne for her 
son, the Duke of Bordeaux. That the accom})lis]nTicnt of tliis 
would be the ver}'^ climax of adventure did not sober lier romantic, 
])assionate nature. She believed that foreign inonarchs would 
aid in asserting the princi])le of legitimacy, which lay at the basis 
of their own power. The magic of Na])oleon’s return from Elba 
was fresh in the mind of Europe. IMight not a beautiful woman, 
ref)resentative of the House of Bourbon, succeed where ^^hc 
audacious soldier had succeeded.^ The Duchess won the reluctant 
consent of Charles X. She counted for success upon the favor- 
able situation of the European powers, upon the supposed 
strength of the Bourbon party in France, upon the co-operation 
of the clergy and the nobility, and upon the support of the Vendee, 
considered the home of chivalric devotion to the white flag of the 
Bourbons. She felt so sure of success that she had already pre- 
pared a n^ constitution. She was warned in vain by prominent 
Legitimists of the total lack of effective preparations for so 
desperate an undertaking. Crossing the continent from Eng- 
land to Italy, she landed in France April 28, 1832, and, con- 
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ccaled in a hut, waited for the promised rising of Marseilles. Even 
the news tliat this had failed and tliat the leaders were prisoners 
did not daunt her. Slie had told the faithful to be ready for her 
in Vendee on the first of May. She must keep the promise. 
Eluding the spies who were upon her heels, after great hard- 
ship, constant danger, and numerous adventures, she succeeded 
in reaching her destination. But the Government knew of the 
plan and tlic few luindred defenders of the legitimate monarcliy 
were put down after a brave resistance. The Duchess escaped, 
reached Nantes after great exertions, and eluded the police for 
several montlis. She was betrayed by a person wliom she had 
employed on several errands, was arrested, and was imprisoned 
until it was thouglit that slie was dishonored and rendered politi- 
cally impotent by tlie birth of a daugliter and the avowal of a 
secret marriage. 

At the very time this royalist insurrection was being put down 
in the west, a republican insurrection burst out in Paris. 
Lafayette had won the ac(juiescence of the Republicans in the^ 
erection of the July Monarcliy, but only by assuring them that 
it would be the best of re])ublics.” But this did not prove to 
be the case. By 18J2 it seemed clear to them that they had been 
duped, and that the July Monarchy promised no growth in 
liberty for France. They tlien became its bitter enemies. 

An insurrection broke out in Paris in June 18J2 on the oc- 
casion of the funeral of General Lamarcjue, a })rominent Republi- 
can. It was not sanctioned by the prominent men of the 
Republican party. The generals, known to be Republicans, 
remained inactive. The insurgents, therefore, were obscure, 
and their number was small, yet they fought with despera- 
tion for two days in the streets of the capital. They 
were defeated because they were unable to gain the co- 
opercation of any considerable body of men. The workmen 
of Paris did not rise. The leaders refused to lead. Yet 
an insurrection so ill-timed and so ill-directed occasioned consider- 
able loss to the Government. It was important as being the 
first frankly republican insurrection since 1815, and it was the 
strongest opposition the Government of July had thus far had to 
overcome. The Republicans were not discouraged by this failure, 
fbut went on preparing for the future. The Government favored 
j a law aimed at breaking up the secret societies which wbre spread- 
ijing republican principles, by restricting the right of association. 

* Henceforth, any association, whatever might be its nature and 
whatever the number of its members, must submit its constitu- 
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tion and by-laws to the Government, and might not exist without 
its consent. Hardly had the new law been passed than new in- 
surrections burst forth in several cities. Particularly important 
was that in Lyons in April 1834^ which grew out of labor troubles 
but quickly took on a political character. For five days the riot 
raged in that city, finally, after great exertions, being put down 
by the Government. Insurrections also occurred in several other, 
cities. ^ 

The Government was successful in suppressing these republi- 
can upheavals. It mad e.,na attempt to conciliate the discon-' 
tented^ It did not study the labor problem, which was one^f 
the causes of the prevalent unrest, but determined to crush this 
annoying faction once for all. Republicanism must be stamped, 
out. To this end tlie press must be controlled. The revised 
Cliarter of 1830 had provided for freedom of the press, and had 
declared the censorship abolished forever ; yet the July Monarchy 
from the very moment of its inception had vigorously prosecuted 
jiepublican journals, instinctively recognizing in them its most 
r dangerous enemy. From July 1830 to September 1834 it had:; 
instituted over five hundred trials of journalists alone, had im-*!? 
posed heavy fines and long terms of imprisonment upon editors, j 
The Tribune^ the most aggressive republican sheet, had been 
prosecuted 111 times and had been forced to pay 157,000 francs 
in fines. Such prosecutions were more frequent than ever after 
the futile insurrections of April 1834, In addition to press 
prosecutions the Government determined to prosecute some of 
those who had been arrested in the recent riots. It instituted 
a monster trial of 164 accused, not before the jury courts, dis- 
trustful of the results in that case, butjbefore the Chamber of 
Peers. Over four tlmusand witnesses were called. The defendants 
refused to recognize the jurisdiction of the Peers, or to defend 
themselves. The case dragged on for months, from ]\Iarch 1835 
to January 1836, creating much bitterness of feeling. Finally 
the accused were condemned to various terms of imprisonment or 
to deportation. Rut the decision was not enforced. A geuerajL 
amnesty, proclaimed a little later on the occasion of the marriage 
oF tHe King^s eldest son, liberated them. By these vigorous 
methods, however, the Republican party were effectually silejiced 
for many years. Its impotence was increased still further by 
divisions among the members themselves. 

Not only were attacks made upon the Government during 
these stormy years, but attempts upon the life of the King were 
frequent. These were ascribed to the Republicans and served 
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to discredit them still further. They were not the acts of the 
party but of isolated individuals. From 1835 to 1846 six differ-! 
ent attempts to assassinate the monarch were made and numerous ' 
* other plots were discovered before they could be put into opera- 
tion. The most horrible of these was that of Fieschi in 1835. 
An infernal machine composed of many gun-barrels was dis- 
charged by a Corsican, Fieschi, at the King as he was passing 
with his three sons and many members of the court and army 
through the streets of Paris, July 28, 1836. Eighteen persons 
were killed on the spot, many more were injured. The King and 
his sons, escaped as by a miracle. 

The Government, encouraged by the widespread execration of 
this fiendish crime, determined to strike hard at all opponents. 
^It secured the passage in September 1835 of new laws concern- 
ing the assize courts, the jury system, and the press. The 
Minister of Justice was empowered to establish as many of these 
assizes or special courts as might be necessary to judge sum- 
marily all those attacking the security of the state. The accused i, 
might be judged even though absent. In jury trials the decision 
might henceforth be given by a mere majority, seven, instead of 
the two-thirds vote, eight, previously required. The third and* 
iHiost important law concerned the press. It was designed to 
{protect the king, the constitution, and the fundamental prin- 
iciples of society from attack. Heavy fines, as high as 50,000 
francs, ^'ere imposed for various offenses — for a summons to in- 
surrection, even if the insurrection should not occur ; for attacks 
upon the king, even allusions to his person, or caricatures; for 
publication of jury lists ; for the collection of subscriptions to 
aid newspapers to pay their fines. The law went even further 
and forbade Frenchmen under heavy fines the right to defend 
other forms of government than the existing one; to declare 
themselves adherents of any fallen royal house; to question the 
principle of private property. The censorship was re-established 
for drawings, caricatui^es and plays. The preliminary deposit 
required of newspapers was raised to 100,000 francs. 

These September Laws gave great offense to all liberal, and 
moderate men. After five years of freedom of the press to re- 
turn to so far-reaching a suppression of that freedom seemed 
unjustifiable. The most careful defense of the king and the con- 
stitution was certainly desirable, but did it require any such 
drastic measures at this time.^ Would not the very multiplicity 
of crimes tend to encourage crime? 

These laws greatly weakened the July Monarchy. Men felt 
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that individual liberty was only an empty word. The press law 
was aimed particularly at tlie Legitimists and the Republicans. 
The papers of the former party, well supplied with capital, sur- 
vived the persecution to which they were now subjected. The re- 
publican organs, lacking this resource, largely disappeared. The 
press in France was in as deplorable a condition as in the worst 
days of the Restoration. 

The Government might now feel secure against the attempts 
of tlie Legitimists and the Republicans. Tlie only other party 
that was an inevitable opponent of tlie July Monarchy was the 
Bonapartist. But of this Louis Pliilipjie entertained no fear^ 
Indeed, with what proved to be singular fatuity, he distinctly^ 
promoted by his actions the growth of a sentiment that in the 
end was to prove very costly both to himself and to France. 
With the evident intention of showing that the July MonarchyT' 
unlike that of the Restoration, was truly national, that it had 
no desire to eliminate all reminders of the Napoleonic era, but 
rather regarded them as among the priceless glories of France, 
he completed the Arc de Triomphe, begun by Napoleon, named 
streets and bridges after Napoleon’s battles, and caused the 
Napoleonic history to be portrayed on the walls of the palace at 
Versailles, side by side with that of Louis XIV. Literature^ 
was already busy creating the Napoleonic legend, which, ignor- 
ing the evils and the frightful cost to France of the great Em- 
])eror’s rule, Avas immortalizing his aclucvements and mourning 
his tragic end. It was singular ])olicy, indeed, for a descendant 
of Capetian kings to foster the re\uving interest in the career 
of the illustrious founder of a rival family. But that no danger 
lay that way seemed to be proved by two attempts on the ]>art 
of the heir to the Napoleonic throne to overthroAV the July Mon- 
archy, which Avas showing itself so complaisant to the Napo- 
leonic sentiment, attempts Avhich resulted in ridiculous failures. 

Napoleon I had died in 1821, and his son, the King* of Rome, 
known after 1818 as the Duke of Reichstadt, had died in 1882. 
The headship of the family thus passed to Louis Napoleon Bona-{ 
parte, the son of Louis Napoleon, formerly King of Holland^ 
and of Hortense Bcauharnais, daughter of the Empress Jose- 
phine. Napoleon had indicated that the succession should be' 
in this line in case he should leave no direct descendant. Prince 
Louis, boril in the Tuileries in 1808, had been educated ins 
Germany, and had gone to Italy, Avhere, in 1881, he had par-j 
ticipated on the popular side in the revolutionary movements; 
described above. He Avas iioav living in Switzerland, brooding 
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over his fortune, 'taking seriously his role of pretender, pub- 
lishing his political views. Suddenly he appeared before the 
garrison of the fortress of Strasbourg in 183(b wearing the 
familiar Napoleonic coat and hoping to win the supjiort of 
the soldiers by the very magic of his name. Thus having a 
lever he could perhaps topple Louis Philipjie from liis tlirone. 
.Ha.iailed miserably, and was brought to Paris a prisoner. The 
Government thinking it wise to treat this episode as a childish 
folly did not ])rosecutc liim but allowed him to sail to the United 
States. But Louis returned next year to Switzerland. He re- 
jmoved to England upon the threat of Louis Pliilippe, taking 
jpart there in fashionable or semi-fashionable life, elaborating liis 
^^ditical theories and planning for his political future. His 
undertaking had failed but he had at least announced himself 
to France as the heir of tlie Great Napoleon. He believed firmly 
in his star and felt that he would some day be called to finish 
the interrupted work of liis uncle. 

The Government of Louis Philippe proceeded to inject still 
further vitality into the growing Napoleonic legend. It secured 
the consent of the Phiglish Government to the removal of the 
remains of Napoleon from St. Helena to Paris, where they might 
repose, according to the wish which the Emperor had himself ex- 
pressed in his last testament, on tlie banks of the Seine, in 
the midst of the French ])eople whom I have loved so well,” and 
ijpi. December 1840 tliey were deposited beneatli the dome of the 
Invalides with elaborate funeral pomp and amidst evidences of 
extraordinary popular excitement. A minister of Louis Philippe 
said in the Chamber of Deputies, He was Emperor and King, 
the legitimate sovereign of this land ; as sucli he might rest in 
Saint-Denis. But he is entitled to more than the usual burial 
place of kings.” The (juestion put by Lamartine was pertinent. 
What w^as the Oovernment thinking of “ to allow the French 
heart and imagination to be so fired? ” 

Meanw^iile, Louis Bonaparte, pretender to the throne, had 
resolved to take advantage of this renewed interest in Napoleon. 
Declaring that the ashes of the Emperor ought to rest only 
in an Imperial France, he made another attem|)t to overturn 
the Government of Louis Philippe. On August 6, 1840, he 
landed with about sixty companions near Boulogne, hoping to 
win over the garrison of that town and then to enUct another 
return from Elba,” an event whose fascination for adventurers 
was lively, but an achievement difficult to repeat. He brought 
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with him proclamations declaring the House of Orleans de- 
throned. The failure of this attempt was more humiliating than 
that of Strasbourg, four years earlier. The little group was 
scattered by the appearance of troops. They fled toward the 
beach, where most of them surrendered. But a few, among them 
tlie Prince, plunged into tlic water in order to get to a boat 
nearby, which capsized as they were attempting to scramble into 
it. They w^re seized by tlie authorities. But tlie Prince, brought 
before the Chamber of Peers for trial, had a chance to make 
a speech. For the first time in my life,’’ he said, I am at 
last able to make my voice heard in France and to speak freely 
to Frenclimen. . . . The cruel and undeserved proscription which 
for twenty-five years has dragged my life from the steps of a 
throne to tlie prison w^hicli I liave just left has not been able 
to impair the courage of my lieart. ... I represent before you 
a princi))le, a cause, a defeat. The principle is the sovereignty 
of the people: the cause is that of the Empire: the defeat is 
Waterloo.” His eloquence, hown^ver, w^as unavailing. He was 
condemned to imprisonment for life in the fortress of Ham. ^ He 
escaped, liowx'ver, six years later disguised as a mason, named 
Badinguet. Two years after that he was the most important 
figure in France. 

Tlie parliamentary history of France during the ten years 
from 18»*30 to 1840 was marked by instability. There w ere ten 
ministr ies w ithin t(^n vo^lt s. Yet there Avas a fairly continuous 
policy. Ministries might disapjioar and new ones come on the 
scene, but all after the fall of Laftitte, 18f31, were composed of 
men of the party of resistance, such as Casimir-Perier, Broglie, 
Thiers, and Guizot. The chief work w^as to consolidate the duly 
Monarchy, to put down its enemies, and to keep the peace with 
foreign countries. When, however, the members of this party 
had finally triunijilied over their adversaries, they divided against 
each other. The personal rivalry of tw^o men, Thiers and Guizot, 
was largely the cause of this. Each desired the leading place 
in the Government. Out of this rivalry arose tw^o parties, ones 
called the Left Center, with Thiers as leader, the other called the 
Right Center, under Guizot. The division, however, was noti. 
based simplj upon the })ersonal ambitions of the two men. Each 
vhad its theory of the constitution. Thiers held that i\ie king 
reigns but does not govern ;Jn other words, the king must always 
choose his ministers from the party that is in the majority in 
the Chamber and must then let them govern without intcjrvening 
vpersonally in affairs. Guizot, on the other hand, held that the 
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king should have the greatest consideration for the opinions of 
the majority but that he was not bound strictly to follow that 
majority. The throne,” he said, ‘‘ is not an empty chair.” " 

Louis Philippe had no desire to be simply an ornamental head 
of the state, as he was according to Thiers’ view. He desired 
to be the real ruler, to govern as well as to reign. He insisted 
upon conducting foreign affairs himself, and he endeavored to 
exercise a controlling influence in other ways through his min- 
isters. Hut for several years after his accession to the throne 
he was careful to guard himself from all appearance of assum- 
ipg personal power. But now that liis enemies were overthrown 
and crushed, now that tliese street insurrections were stamped 
out, he began to reveal his real purpose more clearly, which 
was to be ruler in fact as well as in theory. Taking advantage 
of the party divisions just alluded to, he forced Thiers, the chief 
minister and a man too independent to be a mere spokesman 
of the King, to resign in 1836, and called to the ministry Mole, 
a man who, as he correctly supposed, would, because of his po- 
litical convictions, be very willing to be the representative of the 
King’s personal views. Men began at once to talk of personal 
government,” of the interference of the monarcli in the realm 
that properly, they held, belonged to ])arliament. References 
to Charles X became frequent. A vigorous opposition to this. 

court policy ” and court ministry ” Anally brought about its 
fall in 1839, Thereupon Soult became chief minister, but was 
looked upon as as much the representative of the King as Mole 
had been. His brief ministry was notable for a direct rebuff 
administered through him to the monarch, Louis Philippe asked 
for an appropriation for his son, the Duke of Nemours. The 
Chamber rejected the request by a vote of 226 to 220. The 
Soult ministry then retired and at last the King, appearing to 
renounce his personal ambition, called Thiers to the ministry. 

The chief feature of the short Thiers ministry w^as its treat- 
^lent of the Eastern Question, which, in a new phase, had been 
, for several years before Euro])c again. The existence of the 
Turkish Empire was once more threatened, this time by a power- 
ful vassal of the Sultan. After the Greek war of independence, 
in which the viceroy of Egypty-AIehcmet-AU, liad greatly aided 
the Sultan, the former was dissatisfied with his reward. He 
began to extend his ]:)ossessions by arms. He conqiiered all of 
Syria (1832). Ho pushed forward into Asia Minor, defeat- 
ing the Turkish generals sent against him. He prepared 
to go still further, to Constantinople. At once the Euro- 
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pean powers began to take sides. Russ ia offered he^ aid 
and succeeded in making a treaty witfi the frightened Sultan, 
the treaty of Unkiar Skelessi, 1833, whereby, for certain obli- 
gations she was to assume, jlie acquired an almost^cpmplete con- * 
trol of the Turkish government. Engla nd, hostile as ever to 
Russian influence in Turkey and aiso wishing to maintain her 
own commercial prestige in the East,^ame to the aid. of Turki^jU 
Russia and England, therefore, declared their intention of main-j 
taining the integrity of tlie Sultan’s dominions, though their | 
motives were contradictory. Prussia and Austria took the samoj 
side, asserting that tlie rights of legitimate monarchs must be 
maintained. On the otlier hand, j^ance supported Meh emet Ali . 
The French liad been attracted toward Egypt ever since Napo- 
leon’s expedition. The Egyptian army was organized and drilled 
by Frenchmen. France had just conquered Algiers. A close 
connection between Mehemet Ali and France would probably 
offer considerable commercial and political advantage in the 
Mediterranean. Tims France became the patron of Mehemet. 
But she stood alone. Her isolation was shown to all the world, 
when the powers met in conference in London in 1840 and, ignor-'^ 
ing her, because they knew that she was hostile, made a treat}^'; 
with Turkey, pledging themselves to force Mehemet Ali to termsi 
The publication of this treat}^ aroused a warlike feeling in France, 
as it seemed to exclude her from the concert of powers, as in 1815. 
Thiers urged the adoption of warlike measures, but the King 
vigorously opposed such proposals, which would involve France 
and the July Monarchy in the greatest danger. Thiers resigned 
and Guizot now became cliief minister. France adopted a policy 
of peace and the danger of a war passed. Tfeis the King rather 
than the ministry had determined the policy of the Government. 
Incidentally, Louis Philippe found himself relieved of the minister 
who believed that the king should reign but should not gover?-, 
and he gained in Guizot, who now became the leading minister* 
and who remained in power until 1848, an instrument through^ 
which he was enabled to carry out with great skill his personal; 
policy during the remainder of his reign. 

With the elevation of Guizot to the leading position in the 
Government, France attained ministerial stability. The admin-< 
istration of which he was the real head remained in power from^^ 
1840 to 1848. Guizot was now fifty- three years of age. He had 
been a Liberal at the time of the Empire and the Restoration. 
Eminent as a professor, an historian, and an orator, he was, 
a man of strong and rigid mind, holding certain political prin-^ 



124 


THE REIGN OF LOUIS PHILIPPE 


ciplcs witli the tenacity of a inatliematician. In a world of 
change he remained immutable. He refused to recognize that 
;^^rance needed any alteration in her political institutions. He 
believed in tlie Charter of 1814, as revised in 1830. Any further 
reform was unnecessary and would be dangerous. To preserve 
order within and peace without, that the wealth of France might 
increase, was his programme. His policy was, as he said in his 
opening speech in the Chamber, the maintenance of peace 
everywhere and always.” 

These were also the views of Louis Philippe. The King could 
in no sense use Guizot as a pliant tool. Guizot was a man of 
far too great independence of thought, of. far too vigorous and 
original character, to be the tool of any man. But this harmony 
of opinions was so complete that the King could complacently 
watch his minister carry out the royal programme, and Louis 
Philippe was always far more concerned with the reality than 
with the appearance of power. 

Moreover, the Government was scrupulous in its adherence to 
parliamentary forms, in which Guizot was a strict believer. 
This ministry always had a majority in the Chamber of Deputies. 
That majority, indeed, increased at eacli election. There was 
no attempt to defy the Cliamber and exalt the royal prerogative. 
The King could not be accused of aspiring to play a personal 
role as in tlie days of Mole, for the ministry directed the Govern- 
ment and the ministry constantly had a majority of the Deputies 
r^to approve its actions. What France witnessed was a policy of 
/stiff conservatism, of immobility, constantly su])portcd by the 
[Chamber. 

The attention of tlie country consequently became riveted on 
that majority. How was it obtained? It was clear that it did 
not represent public opinion, did not at all express the con- 
victions of France as a whole. It became evident on examination 
that that majority, the never failing suy)pO‘rt of the ministry, 
was obtained by elab-Oratp system of corruption. J^ouis 
^Phjlippe.**aiwi Guizot took no account of public opinion. They 
^ fixed their attention solely upon what was called the pays legal^ 
that is, upon the body which possessed political rights under 
the constitution, namely, the voters and the deputies whom the 
voters chose. Now the number of voters was about 200,000, 
the number of deputies 430. Bodies so small could' be manipu- 
lated and the manipulation was the supreme task of Guizot, the 
very foundation of his system. It was accomplished without 
difficulty. France was a highly centralized state, with local 
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government largely controlled by tlie central power. Conse- 
iquently, tlie mmi^y haJ at its disposal an immense number of 
jofBces and it could do numberless favors to individuals and to 
^communities. The electoral colleges, which chose the deputies, 
were small bodies frequently consisting of not more than two 
hundred members, many of whom were office-holders. The office- 
holders did as they were told by tlie (xovernment, and other 
members were bribed in various ways by aj)peals to their self- 
, interest. If they elected the candidate desired by the minister 
they miglit be rewarded by seeing a railway built in their district, 
for this was the period of railway building; or they might obtain 
tobacco licenses or university scholarships or petty offices for 
their friends. Many were the attractions held out to the self- 
interest of the voters, the p<t}js legal. Tliis was plainly cor- 
ruption of the electorate, but it worked well in the opinion of 
the ministry. It insured the election to the Chamber of a large 
number of deputies pleasing to tlie ministry. Within the Chamber 
the same methods were used. About two hundred deputies, nearlyl 
lialf tlie assembly, were at the same time office-holders. The/ 
Government controlled them, as all promotions or increases of 
salary were dependent upon its favor. The ministry only needed 
to gain a few more votes to have a majority, and this was easily 
accomjilished by a tactful distribution of its favors among those 
who had an eye to the main chance. There were plums enough 
for the purpose, offices to be bestowed, railroad franchises to 
he granted, lucrative contracts for government sujiplies to be 
awarded. Yy^hat is the Chamber ” said a deputy iin 
A great, bti^aar, where every one barters his conscience, or what* 
passes for hi« conscience, in exchange for a place or an office.” 

Such a system was a mockery. The forms of the constitution 
were observed but its spirit w as nullifiecl , Self-interest was 
exalted above the interests of the nation. The ministry con - 
inanded a servile parliament. It is one of the ironies of history 
that Guizot, a man of most scrupulous honesty in private life, 
should have been tlie master mechanician of so corrupt and de- 
moralizing a political machine. 

Opposition to this system was, of course, inevitable, and is 
the main feature of the domestic politics of France from 1841 
to 1848, when Louis Philippe and Guizot and the entire regime 
were violently overthrown. J[leformers demanded that there be ^ 
a change in the composition of the Chamber of Deputies and ( 
ill the manner of electing it, parliamentary reform and electoral; 
reform. Electoral reform should be effected by increasing the^ 
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body of voters, by lowering the property qualification, and by 
adding certain classes which could safely be intrusted with the 
suffrage, even if they could not meet tlie property qualification. 
Thus with an increased body of voters corruption would be more 
difficult. The ministry absolutely refused to consider this propo- 
sition. According to Guizot there were voters enough; more- 
over, the number was increasing with the increase of wealth. 
He even rejected a proposition that would have added only 
fifteen thousand voters to the existing electorate. It was de- 
manded that the reform of the Chamber itself should be effected 
by forbidding deputies to hold office. Against tliis also the 
ministry set itself. Both plans, therefore, were rejected and 
the policy of immobility complacently continued. Year after 
year the two demands were brought forward in the Chamber; 
year after year they were voted down by the pliant majority. 
Reformers appeared to be liopelessly checkmated by the smooth 
operation of the machine they were denouncing. Well might 
JLamartine exclaim to Guizot, According to you, the genius of 
the politician consists of only one thing — ])lacing yourself in 
a position created by chance or by a revolution, and there re- 
maining immobile, inert, implacable to all improveirjent. If in 
truth that were all the merit of a statesman directing a govern- 
^ment, there would be no more need of statesmen: a post would 
Ijdo as well.” This inertia ultimately disgusted some of the con- 
servatives themselves. One of the members who had hitherto 
followed the ministry, summing up its work in 1847, said, ‘‘ What 
have they done for the past seven years? Nothing, nothing, 
nothing.” ‘^France is bored,” said Lamartine. 

Yet this July Monarchy with its negative policy of resistance 
in season and out of season, resistance to lawlessness in the 
streets, to attacks of Legitimists and Republicans, to demands 
for an active foreign policy favorable to liberty, to demands for 
constitutional reform at home, was living in a world fermenting 
with ideas, apparently oblivious of the fact. Not only did its 
policy alienate many former supporters by its rigid and per- 
emptory refusal of all concessions, and augment and sharpen more 
and more the antagonism of the Republicans, but its complete 
indifference to a new set of demands in tlie economic sphere, 
demands for social reform, was creating bitter enmities in another 
^quarter and preparing a troublous future. There was growing 
up in France a party more radical than the republican, a party 
that looked forward not only to a change in the political form 
of the government but to a sweeping alteration in the form of 
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society, in the relation of the great mass of the population wlio 
were wage-earners to tlic privileged few, the capitalists and em- 
ployers. The July Monarchy was a government of the hour - 1 
geoisie^ ol the well-to-do, of the capitalists. Tbc'y alone | 
possessed the suffrage. Consequently, tlie remainder of the I 
population was in a political sense of no importance. The legis- 
lation enacted during these eighteen years was class legislation, 
which favored the bourgeoisie and which made no attempt to 
meet the needs of the masses. Yet the distress of the masses was 
widespread and deep and sliould have appeared clear and 
ominous to the Government. Under tlie Restoration, but chiefly 
under Louis Philippe, France was passing from the old indus- 
trial system of small domestic manufacture to the new factory 
system, the application of machinery to industry on a 
scale, the employment of the new motive force, steam, r'^rliis 
transition was in every country painful, involving as it did a 
dislocation and clumsy maladjustment of forces, and giving rise 
to most vexatious labor questions. Ca])italists who could give 
or withhold tlie chance of employment had the upper hand and 
knew it. Grossly excessive hours of labor were required, and 
women and children who could tend machines were sacrificed to 
the new system in a manner that had never been possible under 
tlie old. The strange new conditions, the manifest evils dangerous 
to mind and body, required new laws for the protection of the 
weaker class. But legislation lagged far behind. Emjiloyers 
were intent on exfiloiting their factories, their machines, their 
workmen to the fullest possible extent, and many were amassing 
large fortunes. They were not interested in lessening the misery ^ 
which the new order provisionally caused. And the law of France' 
forbade the ivorkmen themselves to combine for yiurposes of im^* 
]:roviiig their condition. Ignorant, poor, lacking leadership,* 
without political power, smarting under a sense of oppv'^ssion 
and injustice, they were the inevitable enemies of a regime that 
j^assed them by, giving them no heed. In 18*‘31 the silk-weavers 
of Lyons, earning the pitiful wage of eighteen sous a day for a 
day of eighteen hours, had risen in insurrection under the de- 
spairing banner, ‘‘We will live by working or die fighting.” 

Such conditions provoked discussion and many writers began 
to prpach new doctrines concerning the organization of industry 
and the crucial question of tlie relations of capital and labor, 
doctrines henceforth called socialistic., and appealing with in- 
creasing force to the millions of laborers who believed that 
society weighed with unjustifiable severity upon them, that their 
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labor did not by any means receive its proportionate reward. 
Saint-Simon was the first to announce a socialistic scheme for the 
reorganization of society in the interest of the most numerous 
class. He believed that the state should own the means of pro- 
duction and should organize industry on the principle of Labon 
according to capacity and reward according to services.” Saint- 
Simon was a speculative thinker, not a practical man of affairs. 
His doctrine gained in direct importance when it was adopted 
by a man t\[ho was a politician, able to recruit and lead a party, 
and to make a programme definite enough to appeal to the 
masses. Such a man was Louis Blanc, who was destined to 
play a great part in the overTliro^w of the July Monarchy and 
in the Republic that succeeded. In his writings he tried to con- 
vince the laborers of Franco of the evils of the prevailing economic 
^conditions, a task wliich was not difficult. He denounced in 
Vehement terms the government of the bourgeoisie as government 
k)f the rich, by the rich, and for the rich. It must be swept 
away and the state must be organized on a thoroughly demo- 
cratic basis. This was the condition precedent to all success. 
Only then and with the full power of the state at tlieir disposal 
could the laboring classes work out their own salvation. The 
state, organized as a democratic republic, should then create 
so-called national or social workshops, advancing the necessary 
capital. These would be controlled by tlie workers w^ho would 
share the proceeds. They would gradually supersede tlie existing 
workshops or factories, controlled and directed by tlie private 
individuals who had supplied the capital and who appropriated 
the profits. Private competition would give way to co-operative 
production. The individual producers would disappear. Louis 
Blanc’s theories, propounded in a style at once clear and vivid, 
w^ere largely adopted by workingmen. A socialist party was 
thus created. This party threatened the existence of tlie mon- 
archy; it also threatened the industrial and commercial system 
in vogue. It believed in a republic as the only government that 
the democracy could hope to control; but it differed from the 
other republicans in that, while they desired simyJy a change 
in the form of government, it desired a far more sweeping change 
in society. As early as 1842 a German named Stein wrote: 

The time for purely political movements in France is past; 
'the next revolution must inevitably be a social revolution^’ 

' Thus it is evident that the amount of discontent with the 
government of France was great and growing. From nearly 
every quarter enemies arose. These enemies differed from each 
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other — they might not be able to co-operate in constructive 
work, but tlicy could co-operate in destroying the existing system. 
There were the moderate Orleanists/^convinced friends of mon- 
archy, who were repelled by the prevalent corruption of parlia- 
ment and wished to end it ; there w^ere the convinced Republicans, 
silenced but not suppressed ; there were the Socialists^i demo- 
cratic, republican. The volume of discontent was increased by^ 
the unpopular character of the foreign policy of the ministry, 
which appeared humiliatingly submissive to England on certain 
occasions, too desirous of pleasing the absolute and reactionary 
monarchs of central l{luro})e on others, too cold towards Liberals 
everywhere, too pettily personal, also, in that one of its aims 
was the advancement of the dynastic ambitions of Louis Philippe, 
who sought to promote by marriage alliances the fortunes of 
his family, even at the expense of the interests of the nation 
which he ruled. 

These various groups, exceedingly dissatisfied with the exist- 
ing order, converged in 18t8, though unintentionally and un- 
sympathetically, toward the most violent and reckless upheaval 
France had known since 1789 — a movement initiated by the 
moderate Monarchists, rapidly furthered by the Republicans, 
and in the end partly dominated by the Socialists, hhich of 
these parties was by conviction and by temperament violently 
opj)osed to the other, Tlie immediate occasion for their co- 
^)eration was furnished by the continued demand for electoral 
{Ujid parliamentary reform. 

The electoral and parliamentary corruption of the July Mon- 
archy has been described. Year after year the ministry had 
proved itself stronger and had defiantly resisted all proposals. 
The King w^as fatuously opposed to reform in itself. Guizot, 
believing in growth, nevertheless held that the time had not yet 
come for any alteration in the prevailing system. Beating 
against this wall, which seemed to grow higher and more solid 
each year, the Opposition came to see that there Avas no hope 
of overthrowing the obstructionist ministry by ordinary parlia- 
mentary methods. 

Guizot constantly assorted that the demand for reform was 
simply brought forward for political purposes, that it was the 
work of a few, that the people as a whole were entirel}^ indifferent. 
To j 3 rove the falsity of this assertion the Oj^iposition instituted 
in 1847 a series of reform banquets,’’ which were to be attended 
hy 'the people and addressed by the reformers. Petitions for 
reform were to be circulated on these occasions. Thus popular 
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pressure would be brought to bear on Parliament and King. 
These banquets were instituted by those loyal to the monarchy, 
but hostile to its policy. They simply wished to change the 
latter. Similar meetings, however, were instituted by the Re- 
publicans, who were opposed to the very existence of the mon- 
, archy. On the 18th of July, 1847, Lamartine, now rapidly ad- 
vancing as a popular leader, prophesied a coming revolu- 
tion. If the monarchy,” said he, ‘‘ is unfaithful to the 
hopes that the wisdom of the country reposed in 18 JO, less in 
its nature than in its name, if it surrounds itself witli an electoral 
aristocracy rather than unites the entire nation, if it allows us 
to descend into the abyss of corruption, rest assured that tlie 
monarchy will fall, not in its own blood as did that of 1789, 
but in the trap it itself lias set. And after having experienced 
revolutions of liberty and counter-revolutions of glory, you will 
have a revolution of the public conscience and a revolution of 
contempt.” 

Great enthusiasm was aroused by these informal plebiscites 
all over the country during the summer and fall of 1847. It 
was conclusively shown that the people were behind this demand 
for reform. But the monarchy remained unaffected — still gave 
its systematic refusal. The King denounced in his speech from 
the throne this agitation fomented by hostile or blind passions.” 
He denied the legal right of the people to hold sucli meetings. 
To test this right before the courts of law the Opposition ar- 
ranged a great banquet for February 22, 1848, in Paris, hhghty- 
seven prominent deputies promised to attend. All were to meet 
in front of the church of the Madeleine and marcli to tlie banquet 
hall. In the night of February 21-22 tlie Government ])osted 
orders forbidding this procession and all similar meetings. 
Rather than force the issue tlie deputies who had agreed to 
iattend yielded, though under protest. But a vast crowd con- 
igregated, of students, workingmen, and others. Tliey Iiad no 
deader, no definite ])urpose. The crowd committed slight acts 
of lawlessness, but nothing serious happened that day. But in 
the night barricades arose in the workingmen’s quarters of the 
city. Some shots were fired. The Government called out the 
'•National Guard. It refused to march against the insurgents. 
Some of its members even began to shout, ‘‘ Long live Reform ! ” 
[‘‘Down with Guizot!” The King, frightened at this alarming 
aspect, was willing to grant reform. <jfGuizot would not consent 
and consequently withdrew from office. This news was greeted 
with enthusiasm by the crowds and, in the evening of February 
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23d, Paris was illuminated and the trouble seemed ended. The 
contest thus far had been simply between Royalists, those who 
supported the Guizot ministry, and the reformers, and the fall 
of Guizot was the triumph of the latter. But the movement no 
longer remained thus circumscribed. The Republicans now 
entered aggressively upon the scene, resolved to arouse the excited 
people against Louis Philippe himself and against the monarchy. 
They marched through the boulevards and made a hostile demon- 
stration before Guizot’s residence. Some unknown person fired 
a sliot at the guards. The guards instantly replied, fifty persons 
fell, more than twenty dead. This was the doom of the mon- 
archy. The Republicans seized the occasion to inflame the 
peoy)le furtlier. Several of the corpses were put upon a cart 
which was lighted by a torch. The cart was then drawn through/* 
the streets. The ghastly spectacle aroused everywhere the 
angriest passions; cries of ^‘Vengeance!” followed it along its; 
course. From the towers the tocsin sounded its wild and sinisterj 
appeal. 

Tlius began a riot wliich grew in vehemence hourly, and wliich 
swept all before it. The cries of I.ong live Reform!” heard 
the day before, now gave way to the more ominous cries of 
Long live the Republicj^” Finally, on February 24th, tlicl 
King abdicated in favor of his grandson, the little Count ofj 
Parish who should be King Louis Philip})e II, and whose mother, j 
the Duclu'ss of Orleans, should be regent. The royal family! 
left the Tuileries and escayied from Ihiris in safety. Anotliorj 
F^rencli king took tlie road to England and entered upon a life' 
of exile, whicli was to end only with death in 1850. . 

The government of Fh-ance liad been swallowed up by another 
revolution. The King and tlie minister were overthrown. Who 
would succeed them? Tlie King had abdicated in favor of his 
grandson. But would the revolutionists recognize him? 'The 
Ducliess of Orleans with great bravery went directly to the 
Chamber of Deputies with her two sons, nine and seven years 
old.. A painful scene followed. The majority of the deputies 
hailed her as regent and her son as king, but soon the mob, con- 
sisting of the students, the Republicans, and Socialists who had 
forced the abdication, invaded the Chamber. The president 
declared the session closed. The mob continued in the hall, re- 
enforced by new armed bands, wliich denounced the idea of a 
regency, denounced the Chamber and the deputies, and cried No 
more Bo urbons; a Provisional Government and after that "tKe 
Reyuiblic.” Out of this wild turmoil by no legal method arose 
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a new system. Tlie republican dej)utics finally declared the 
House of Orleans deposed and proclaimed a Provisional Govern- 
ment and Lamartine read a list of seven names of those who 
should compose it. All were deputies. This list had been pre- 
viously drawn up at the office of the National, the leading liberal 
newspaper. The crowd in the ball shouted its approval. This 
assembly did not proclaim the Republic. 

While this government was arising in the Chamber, another 
movement was in progress, in another part of the city. The 
republican Socialists, meeting in the office of the Reform, their 
organ, had drawn up a list wliieh had included the names on the 
list of the National, but had added to theni three of their own 
.number, among whom was Louis Blanc. Those established them- 
selves in the Hotel dc Ville and proclaimed the Republic. Thus 
there wfere two governments as a result of the insurrection. Tlie 
members chosen in the Chamber traversed the streets of Paris 
to the Hotel de Ville. There the two groups were fused. Posi- 
Hons were found in the new government for the members of both. 
The Republic was immediately proclaimed, subject to ratifi- 
cation by the people. 



CHAPTER VIII 

CIINTRAL EUllOPE BETWEEN TWO REVOLUTIONS 

PRUSSIA 


The P^rench Revolution of 1848 was the signal for the most 
wide- reaching disturbance of the century. Revolutions broke 
out from the Baltic to the Mediterranean, from France to the 
Russian frontier. The whole system of reaction, which had suc- 
ceeded Waterloo and which had come to be personified ip the 
imperturbable Metternich, crashed in unutterable confusion. 
But in order to understand the swiftness and completeness of this 
(‘ollapse, one must know something of the evolution of Central 
PiUrope between 18»3() and 1848, for the revolutions of 1848 were 
no sudden and accidental improvisations, but were simply th4 
decisive and dramatic culmination of movements everywhere makA 
ing for change. The Revolution of 1848 was a signal and an 
encouragement to other ])eoples to attem{)t similar things; it 
was not a cause. Particularly necessary is it to trace the inner 
evolution of Germany, Austria, and Italy during this period, 
which was not at all one of stagnation, but one characterized 
by a great and fruitful fermentation of ideas. 

The interest of German history between 1830 and 1848 does 
not lie in the evolution of political liberty, for political repres- 
sion and absolutism were the order of the day. It lies rather 
in growth along economic lines, in intellectual achievements out- 
side the domain of politics, and in those movements of opinion 
and of racial aspiration which rendered so notable and fv.r- 
reacliing the vast turmoil of 1848. 

P’or German history the all-important matter is the evolution 
during those years of a remarkable situation in both Prussia 
and Austria, which was highly favorable to revolutions in the 
fulness of time. The Confederation as a whole had no evolution, 
but was a sleeping, hollow mockery. The evolution of the lesser 
states, important no doubt, must be neglected in a study of 
this scope. The ideas, personalities, tendencies, and situations 
that were to prove determinant for central Europe, came not 
from tliem but from the two first-class powers already named, 
which stood confronting each other in the Confederation and in 
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Europe as a wliole, rendering unitj impossible, and both op])osed 
to liberty. 

And first of the evolution of Prussia during these years. 
Political liberty, as we have seen, was denied. No constitution 
was granted, no parliament created, but it would not be reason- 
able to emphasize that fact unduly. Their absence was not 
acutely felt save by a small enliglitened minority. Such liberties 
Prussians had never known, and there were few serious practical 
grievances. The state was well administered. The king, Jbhxd" 
crick William III (1797--lfi40), was lionest and beloved, tlie ad- 
ministration hard-working and economical, the policies en- 
lightened. The period between 1815 and 1848, thougli politically 
unimportant, was immensely significant in other ways. While 
university professors and students suspected of dabbling in 
politics were shamefully persecuted, the regime was not opposed 
to intellectual progress. Under it great advances were^ 
in all branches of education from the lowest to the highest. In- 
Icilectual activity, forbidden to enter the political field, over- 
flowed into others. It was a period of great and durable 
conquests in the domain of science, rich in loaders who held high 
the best traditions of scholarship and widened the bounds of 
human knowledge. 

The great political achievements of the period lay in the 
administrative and economic questions met and solved by Prus- 
sian statesmen. Prussia had to undergo the most thorough re- 
organization. Before German unity could be achieved Prussian 
unity must be secured. The treaties of 1815 had transformed 
Prussia by almost doubling her territory and her population. 
"Out of ten million inhabitants five million were new subjects, 
diflicult to assimilate: the inhabitants of the Rhenish provinces 
had been for twenty years a part of the French Empire and were 
strongly attached to French ideas; the Poles still bitterly re- 
gretted the loss of their former inde])cndence ; the Saxons re- 
sented their annexation to Prussia. These ])eoples did not feel 
.Biemselves Prussians, though fate had put them under a Prussian 
king. The task of building anew the Prussian state out of such 
varied elements, of making a thoroughly homogeneous kingdom, 
was rendered all the more difficult from the fact that Prussia 
was divided into two separate, unconnected parts, an eastern 
and a western, separated by Hanover, Brunswick, and Hesse- 
Cassel. Her boundaries were not those of a healthy state. These 
were the problems whose solution would require time. Meanwhile 
certain definite reforms were undertaken. 
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The financial question was the most urgent, and this was 
faced lieroically. The burden of the Napoleonic wars had been 
tremendous. The Prussian debt was large; deficits were usual. 
By revising her system of taxation, and by rigid economy, order! 
was finally brought about, there were surpluses instead of deficits, 
and ig^l^S goyernment bonds stogd at. par. 

The great interest of the Prussian Government in the material 
development and prosperity of the country was best shown in 
its tariff policy. Prussia, as has been said, was divided into 
two unequal and unconnected parts. The boundaries were 
very extensive, increased still further by the fact that entirely 
within her territory lay states or fragments of other states 
independent of her. Moreover, the economic conditions in the 
eastern part of tlie realm were essentially different from those 
in the western ; tjie one agricultural, the other industrial.. There 
was nothing like^feedom of trade between the different parts. 
Indeed, there were in old Prussia alone sixty-seven different 
tariff systems in operation, separating district from district. 
Cities were shut off from the surrounding country districts by 
tariff walls, and province from province. All this meant that 
commerce could not flourish, hampered on every side, and that 
industries, the support of commerce, could not expand, owing 
to narrow and uncertain markets, lender these conditions one 
industry thrived — smuggling. The smugglers’ trade was easy, 
owing to the fact that the frontiers to be guarded were over 
4, ()()() miles long, a line that could only be guarded by a very 
large number of customs officials, which would involve great 
expense. ^11 this was changed in 1818, undex: the influence, of a 
great financial reformer, Maassen. All internal customs were 
aixoTTiniied and fre^trade was. established throughout all Prussia. 
Then_^JiX_xJi£#-.-y simple aiuL covering few commodities, was 
established against the rest of the world. This tariff was put 
low enough to make smuggling unprofitable. Products tiiat 
would be brought over sea were taxed higher, as they must enter 
by the few ports, which could be easily guarded. JHaying estab- 
lished a common tariff for her own kingdom, Prussia sought to 
induce other German states to enter into union with her, to adopt 
the same tariff* against other nations and free trade with each 
other. She oft*ered to share the total revenues collected pro rata 
according t*o population. The other states protested vehemently 
at first against what they considered the high-handed measures 
of the larger state, ^but they finally sa w the advantage pf u nion. 
The first to join were those which were entirely incIosednSr 
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which had parts entirely inclosed by Prussia; whose commerce 
with the outside world must be through Prussian territory. Be- 
tween 1819 and 1828 the little Thuringian duchies entered this 
^Q|lvcrein , or Tariff Union . The southern and central states 
(^Germany held aloof and even formed rival tariff unions of 
their own. These, however, did not prosper. One by one the 
other states joined the Prussian Union, led thereto by the 
apparent advantages of free trade wibh each other and by 
^Prussia’s liberal terms. By 1842 all, save the Hanseatic towns 
^and Mecklenburg, Hanover, and Austria, had joined. The 
treaties between the co-operating states upon which the union 
/rested were made for brief periods, but were constantly renewed. 

Tlie advantages of the Zollvercin were both economic and po- 
^lifcical. Industry grew rapidly by the application of the principle 
oY free trade to the states of Germany. It created a real national 
unity in economic matters, at a time wlien Germany was politi- 
jcally only the semblance of a union ; it accustomed German states 
|to co-operate without Austria, and it taught them the advan- 
itages of Prussian leadership. Men began to see that a Germany 
could exist without Austria. The Zollverein is generally con- 
sidered in a very real sense to have been the beginning of German 
unity. 

As long as Frederick William III lived it was recognized that 
no changes would be made in the political institutions of Prussia. 
It was tacitly understood that his declining years should not 
be disturbed, that the demands for reforms should not be pressed. 
But when he died in 1840, says von Treitschke, “ all the long 
pent-up grievances and hopes of Prussia overflowed irresistibly, 
gushing and foaming like molten metal when the spigot is knocked 
out.” All eyes were now turned upon his son and successor, 
E^dj^ick Willia m IV. 

The new King, forty-five years of age, was already well known 
as a man of unusual intellectual gifts — quick, mobile, enthu- 
siastic, imaginative, an eloquent conversationalist and public 
speaker. Ho was a patron of learning, surrounding himself with 
scholars, artists, and writers. Goethe had said of him that so 
great a talent must awaken new talents in others.” From his 
general intellectual restlessness and liberality much was hoped, 
as it was also known that he had latterly not approved the 
policy of his father. This impression he confirmed by his acts 
I at the opening of liis reign. He issued an amnesty pardoning 
Ipolitical prisoners. He restored Arndt to his professorship at 
jBonn. He released Jahn. In a series of impassioned utterances 
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he spoke glowingly of Prussia’s destiny. It seemed that a new' 
and liberal era was dawning. 

But disillusionment soon began. The people wanted reforms 
and expected them from the new King. His predecessor had 
consented to the creation of local diets for local concerns in 
each of the provinces into which Prussia was divided. He had 
promised a central parliament but had not kept the promise. 
The demand now was for this. Would Frederick William IV 
grant it? This question was asked him by the estates of the 
Province of Prussia. His answer was kindly and vague. A 
little later a real answer came in the form of an ordinance which 
somewhat increased the powers of the provincial estates and 
provided that delegations from each should unite in Berlin. 
This was not at all what was wanted. Several of the provincial 
estates demanded the fulfilment of the promises of 1815. Books 
appeared discussing constitutional questions. The press took 
the matter up vehemently, tlie censorship having been somewhat 
slackened. The King apparently made no effort to win bacli 
the favor of his people. His policy was evidently purely re-\ 
actionary. Popular meetings were forbidden in certain prov- 
inces ; the press, too free for his satisfaction, was shackled again.^ 
Even the independence of the judiciary was threatened. 

Year after year went by and the people became impatient 
because no parliament was created. The King, meanwliile waver- 
ing between the most exalted notions of tlie divine origin and 
nature of his position and his desire to live in harmony with his 
age, sketched plan after plan of an assembly which should not 
be representative, which should co-operate with him, and whicli 
should quiet the insistent clamor of his people. Finally, on 
February 3, 1847, he issued a Letter Patent which marks the\ 
beginning of the ^jppnstitutional history of Prussia. By thisf 
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of petition, and the king might consult it in regard to new 
legislation. There were to be two chambers, meeting apart, 
except when considering financial questions, the former a chamber 
of lords, tHe other of the three estates. At first enthusiastic, the 
people were shortly chagrined at the outcome of all their efforts. 
T^e Landtag was not to meet at definite periods but only when 
the king should summon it. It Avas to resemble a medieval diet 


ratent ii was announcea tnat tne King Avouia summon ai^ tnej 
provincial assemblies to meet in one general assembly pr Unite^ 
Land tag whenever the needs of the state sliould demand newj 
loans. The levying of new taxes, or the augmentation of those! 
already existing. The United Landtag was to have the right* 
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more than a modern parliament. Even its power in financial 
matters was greatly limited. All discussion involving the tariff 
was reserved for the Zollvereiiv Provincial and local taxes re- 
mained to be determined absolutely by the crown. In case of 
war the Government might increase the existing taxes, being 
merely obliged to bring the matter to the attention of the next 
Landtag. Even the right of petition was carefully restricted. 
The king would receive petitions only when two-thirds of both 
houses had agreed upon them. 

This was not the constitution the people had been so long 
demanding. By it the king was not required ever to call the 
United Landtag together. Moreover, he retained the complete 
law-making power and an almost unrestricted power over the 
nation’s purse. The new parliament was to represent, not the 
people, but social classes. 

Moreover, in tlie speech from the throne, with wliich Frederick 
William IV opened this assembly in the following April, he took 
particular pains to state tliat this Patent was no constitution 
creating a parliament representing the })eople of Prussia. 

Never will I allow,” he said, a sheet of written paper to come, 
like a second Providence, between our Lord God in Heaven and 
this land, to govern us by its paragraphs. The crown cannot 
and ought not to depend upon the will of majorities. I should 
never have called you togetlier if I had the least idea that you 
could dream of playing the part of so-called representatives 
of the people.” 

A conflict began at once between tlie King and the United 
[Landtag, which developed into a deadlock. The LandjttiS dSz. 
manded a real parliament. The King demanded loans* Neither 
Kdelded to the other, and in June 1847 the Landtag was dis- 
Nothing had been accomjflished. ATgrave constitutional 
crisis had been created. The monarch stood in direct opposition 
to the Liberals. Such was the dangerously overheated state of 
the public mind when news of the revolution in Paris reached 
Berlin. 

AUSTRIA 

The history of Austria between 1815 and 1848 resembles in 
some respects that of the German Confederation in flmt it was 
not the evolution of a single homogeneous state. ‘Movements 
proceeded from several local centers. For pur])oses of simplifi- 
cation it is well to examine each in turn. In the provinces of 
Austria proper, in the western part of the empire, the movement 
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took the form of a demand for the diminution of the autocratic 
system. There, as elsewhere in Europe, after 1840 a popular 
feeling that the time had come for larger liberty was distinctly 
perceptible. Yet there the difficulty of its achievement was at 
its maximum. For as long as Francis I lived there was no hope 
of sympathy from the throne. His successor, Ferdinand I 
(1835-48), was a man of less ability and w^as, moreover, mentally-, 
incapacitated for rule. This njenjit that Metternich and his' 
collcaguasi™ excrcised„ nearly uncontrolled power. 

During tliis period little change occurred in the conditions 
of the Austrian provinces. Liberal opinions could not be freely 
published owing to the severity of the censorship; yet there 
were a few journalists and lawyers wdio managed to express a 
desire for some measure of political freedom and for a constitu- 
tion. One significant feature of the time was the transition 
from the old to tlie new in the economic sphere. Tlie introduction 
of macliinery, bringing with it the factory system, was now 
accomplished, and was accomj)anied by the terrible evils which 
had marked this transition in England and France. Many 
laborers were tlirown out of work, w^andered about the country, 
demoralized, starving, and drifted to the cities, particularly to 
Vienna, forming a desperate element, easily incited to deeds of 
violence, as the issue was to show\ An industrial crisis pre- 
ceded the political crisis of 1848 and profoundly influenced its 
course. 

The period preceding 1848, politically of slight interest, was 
rendered notable by the development of the spirit of nationality 
among several oY the varied peoples who had hitherto been 
quiescent under the House of Hapsburg. This was the most 
significant phenomenon of these years, as it was to be the most 
permanent in its effects. This feeling of separate 
this assertion of the rights"^of natTomlTify, which was one of thei^ 
principal features of the history of the nineteenth century every- 
where, had come to be the most salient characteristic of Austrian 
evolution in particular. Under the a'gis of the House of Hapsr 
burg several nations were arising and were struggling for a 
larger and more independent place in the collective state. This 
spirit was particularly pronounced in Bohemia and Hungary. 

Bohemia liad been united with Austria since 1526. Its popu^ 
lation consfsted of a German minority and of a branch of the 
Slavic race called Czechs. The Germans had for more than two 
centuries been preponderant. Their language was that of the* 
government, of educated people, the language of literature and 
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science, the Czechish being regarded as fit only for peasants. But 
after 1815 the popular consciousness gradually awoke. The idea 
that the Czechish nationality could be revived took strong hold of 
a few educated men, who believed that Bohemia should be torn 
from German control and that tlie native Czecliish element should 
be put in its place. The movement was at first confined to univer- 
sity men, was literary and scientific. A group of historians 
arose, of whom Palacky was the leader, who by their histories 
of Bohemia when she had been an independent kingdom, in- 
culcated ,tlie wish that she might again be one. Pride was en- 
listed, too, by reviving a knowledge of the ancient native 
[literature. Henceforth every Czech should cease to use German 
!and speak liis own native tongue. This movement grew, passing 
from university circles to the mass of the people. It was directed 
I against the German office-holders in Bohemia and against the 
use of German in the government and in education. While 
’during the period from 1815 to 1848 it accomplished no practical 
reform, it created a public opinion and a vehement aspiration 
for national independence that constituted an important factor 
in the general situation of that year. 

A more pronounced national and racial movement within the 
empire was going on at the same time in Hungary, a country 
peopled by several different races speaking different languages 
and possessing different institutions. The leading races were 
the Magyars; the Slavs, broken up into several branches, north 
and south of tl\e Magyars ; the Germans or Saxons ; and the 
^Roumanians. The Magyars, though numerically a minority of 
the whole people, were more numerous than any otlier race, were 
the most developed politically, and had, ever since they had 
come into the country in the ninth century, regarded it as their 
own and had paid scant attention to the other races. Two 
“sections of Hungary, Croatia, peopled almost entirely by Slavs, 
and Transylvania, the majority of whose inhabitants were 
Roumanians, were somewhat differentiated from Hungary proper, 
where the Magyars predominated, in that, though annexed coun- 
tries and subject to the king of Hungary, they enjoyed a certain 
measure of autonomy. Croatia, for instance, had a viceroy or 
ban and a Diet of its own. Transylvania had its Estates, in- 
frequently convoked. 

_ Hungary had a constitution dating in part from tlfe thirteenth 
century. It was ^n 1222 that the Golden Bull of Andreas II 
jwas issued, nearly contemporary with Magna Charta. There 
'was a Diet or Parliament meeting in Presburg in two chambers, 
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or Tables, as they were called; a Table of Magnates, composed 
of the highest nobility, of certain of the higher clergy and officc- 
hnlders ; and a Table of Dojiuties, chosen by the congregations 
or county assemblic's, and by the free cities. Hungary was 
divided into more than fifty counties, each one of which had its 
local assembly or congregation. 

The nobility alone possessed political power. Only nobles sat 
in the national Diet, and only nobles were members of the county 
assemblies. The nobility was itself divided into two sections, 
tlie very wealthy, the ]\fagnates, about five hundred in number, 
and the petty nobility, numbering perhaps seven hundred^ 
Hiousand, poor, in many cases uneducated and hardly to be dis- 
tinguished from the jieasants among whom they lived, save by 
their privileges. Kv^^i^J^where feudalism flourished in its most 
flagrant form and jierhaps as nowhere else in Europe. The 
aristocracy not only constituted all tlie assemblies, national and 
local, but tliey filled all the offices. They enjoyed old feudal 
dues and paid no taxes themselves. Tlie very tax intended to 
defray the expense of the local administration, whicli they 
monopolized, was laid upon the class beneath. Tlieir lands could 
bo alienated only to members of their own order. Their palaces 
in the cities were not subject to municipal jurisdiction. The 
entire class of the bourgeoisie had only one vote in tlio Diet. 
Neither bourgeoisie nor the laboring class possessed any power. 
The immense mass of the population, the peasantry, were subject 
to a most o])pressive serfdom. 

It is evident that though Hungary liad a constitution it was 
not of the modern type but of the medieval. To take a place 
among the progressive lands of Phirope, Hungary needed to be 
brought within the region of modern ideas. One of those who 
saw this and wliose whole activity was to contribute powerfully 
to this modernization, was Count Stephen Szechenyi^ a great 
Hungarian Magnate wlio, himself an aristocrat, boldly told his 
fellow-aristocrats that the time for reform had come, that they 
must reform themselves, and must change radically the conditions 
of their country. He was rather a social than a political 
reformer, interested chiefly in the encouragement of material 
prosperity, which necessitated the removal of many abuses from 
which the aristocracy profited. He devoted his time, his money/ 
and his immense })restige to social and economic improvement , 
to the draining of marshes, the building of roads and tunnels; 
and bridges, the clearing of the Danube for navigation. His \ 
aim was to make Hungary a busy, prosperous, modern industrial 
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state instead of an illustration of belated medievalism. He 
encouraged the foundation of learned societies, the use of the 
national language, the establishment of a national theater. His 
work was mainly outside the Diet and consisted chiefly of his 
vigorous writings and his example. He was not a political 
revolutionist, not an enemy of Austria. The spirit in which he 
worked was shown by his admonition to his countrymen : Do 

not constantly trouble yourselves with the vanished glories of the 
past, but rather let your determined patriotism bring about the 
prosperity of the beloved fatherland. Many there are who think 
that Hungary has been, but I for my part like to think that 
Hungary shall 6c.” 

Meanwhile the Diet, controlled in both houses by the Magyar 
aristocracy, accomplished little in the direction of reform. It 
was not willing to curtail its own privileges. But, on the other 
hand, it was willing to assert itself against the Austrian Govern- 
ment, to attempt to gain a larger independence for Hungary in 
the collective state. One gain it made — that concerning the 
Magyar language. 

Lg.tia-was the language used in tlie Hungarian Diet. It was 
the language of the Roman Catholic Church and had formerly 
been the language of diplomacy. In a country where so many 
tongues were spoken its use seemed a felicitous arrangement, 
favoring no one race. It was neutral. But the Magyars, now 
alive with the spirit of self-assertion, sought to depose Latin 
and to place Magyar in its s'tead as the official language. Tjjjl 
they ^finally achieved in 1844. The Croatian deputies, on the 
other hand, wushed still to speak l^atin, but were not permitted 
to. The Magyars sliowed that their desire was not the freedom 
of the several peo])les of which Hungary was composed, but only 
their own freedom, indeed, the freedom to impose their will upon 
others. Their object was tlie complete Magyarization of all 
who lived in Hungary, were they Croatians, Serbians, Tllouma- 
nians, or what else. In this struggle over language lay the germ 
iof a conflict of races which was later to be most disastrous to the 
^Magyars themselves. They were not willing to grant to others 
’,|:he rights which they had demanded for themselves. 

While the Hungarian Diet was zealous in asserting the claims 
of Hungary against Austrian domination, and was eager to air 
Hungarian grievances against the Imperial GoV'ernment, _it 
refused to undertake any large measure of internal reform. The 
Magnates, intent upon the preservation of their unrivaled 
position, blocked the way of even those changes which the other 
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chamber, representative of the numerous lower nobility, was dis- 
posed to grant. Gradually tliere grew up as a result a party 
mucfi more radical, nourished in the ideas of western Europe, 
democratic, and believing that the existing medieval institutions, 
the Diet and the county assemblies, must be thoroughly reorgan- 
ized or swept away before the new ideas could be worked out. 
This Liberal P^ yty-.wja.^..led byjj^^ of Hungary’s 

greatest heroes, and Francis wKos*"* personality is less 

striking, but whose services to his country wxre to be more solid 
and enduring. Kossuth had first come into notice as the editor| 
of a paper which described in vivid and liberal vein the debate^J^ 
in tlie Diet. When it w’as forbidden to print tliese reports lie 
had them lithographed. When this was forbidden he had them 
written out by liand by a corps of amanuenses and distributed’ 
by servants. Finally he was arrested and sentenced to prison. 
During his imprisonment of tliree years Kossuth applied himself 
to serious studies, particularly to tliat of the English language, 
with such success that lie w^as able later to address large audi- 
ences in England and the United States with remarkable effect. 
In 1840 he was released and obtained permission to edit a daily 

P5P41:/ 

After 1840 the mass of the nation turned aw^ay from Szechenyt.^ 
and toward Kossuth and Deak. Szechenyi, a Magnate, wished; 
the gradual reform of his country from above, and had no| 
sympathy with democratic movements. Kossuth, on the other ^ 
hand, was the very incarnation of the great democratic ideas of^ 
the age. Sliaring fully Szechenyi’s desire to place Hungary in 
the front rank of modern nations, to develop its material pros- 
perity, its civilization, he did not believe it possible to accomplish 
this by the methods hitherto follow^ed, and without a thoroughly 
modern constitutional government. He believed that free politi- 
cal institutions contribute directly to material well-being and to 
civilization. 

Kossuth, now" as a brilliant editor and as an even more brilliant 
orator, conducted an agitation that had little in common with 
the reform movement of the Liberals up to this time. He did 
not believe that the necessary reforms could ever be brought 
about by existing agencies * — either by the Diet or by the power- 
ful county assemblies, both controlled by the nobility. He 
wished to erase all distinctions betw^een noble and non-noble, to 
fuse all into one common whole. He demanded democratic 
reforms in every department of the national life; abolition of 
the privileges of the nobility and of their exemption from taxa- 
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.tion; equal rights and equal burdens for all citizens; trial by 
(jury; reform of the criminal code. Kossuth’s impassioned 
appeals were made directly to the people. He sought to create, 
and did create, a powerful public opinion clamorous for change. 
■This vigorous liberal opposition to the established order, an 
opposition ably led and full of fire, grew rapidly. In 1847 it 
published its programme, drawn up by Deak. This demanded 
the taxation of the nobles, the control by the Diet of all national 
expenditures, larger liberty for the press, and a complete right 
of public meeting and association; it demanded also tliat Hungary 
sliould not be subordinate to Austrian policy, and to the Austrian 
|j)rovinccs. Such was the situation wlien the great reform wave 
.of_ 1848 began to sweep over Europe. 

ITALY 

The Italian revolutions of 1820 and 1821, and of 1831 and 
1832 had had no depth of root, no powers of endurance and had 
been easily crushed out by a few thousand Austrian bayonets. 
The humiliation of liberal-minded Italians was great indeed. It 
was clear to all that the methods hitherto einj)loyed w^ould be 
inadequate to tlie end. The next fifteen years were devoted to a 
deeper study of the ])roblem, to the elaboration of several plans 
for its solution, to the long and patient processes of preparing 
for an independent national existence a [leople sorely lacking tlie 
most essential elements cliaracteristic of such a state. During 
this period a group of writers figure with unusual prominence. 
The previous revolutions liad failed, partly at least, because of 
the narrow basis on whicli they rested. Disaffected army circles 
and members of a loosely organized, incompetently directed secret 
society, the Carbonari, liad attempted these insurrections. The 
basis was narrow at best; moreover, the Italians had not yet 
learned the fundamental necessity of solidarity. Insurrections 
were pitifully local ; Italians of diflf'erent states rendered each 
other no assistance, or only the slightest, in movements that 
would have a common advantage for all and that to succeed 
must have the support of all. It was imperative that a universal 
ORntal state be created, that a common aspiration charactelrize 
the liberal elements everywhere, that an Italy of the imagination 
and affection should exist, even if the Italy of reality was only 
an expression of geography. All Italians must hold a common 
set of political ideas, whether they be Piedmontese, Sicilians, 
Venetians, or subjects of the Pope. To bring this about was 
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the work of several gifted men, working mainly through the 
channel of literature. 

Foremost among these was \Joseph MazziniV Mazzini was the 
spiritual force of the Italian resurrection, the prophet of a state 
tliat was not yet but was to be, destined from youth to feel with 
extraordinary intensity a holy mission imposed upon him. He 
was born in 1805 in Genoa, Ids father being a physician and a 
professor in the university. Kven in his boyhood he was morbidly 
impressed with the unhappiness and misery of Ids country. In 
tlie midst of the noisy, tumultuous life of the students around me 
I was,” he says, in Ids interesting though fragmentary autobiog- 
raphy, somber and absorbed and apj)eared like one suddenly 
grown old. I childishly determined to dress always in black, 
fancying myself in mourning for my country.” It was after 
ihe failure of 1821 that Mazzini first became conscious of the 
mission of Ids life. Wldle walking one Sunday with Ids mother 
and a friend in the streets of Genoa, they were addressed, he says, 

by a tall, dark-bearded man with a severe, energetic counte- 
nance and a fiery glance tluit I have never since forgotten. He 
lield out a white handkercldef towards us, merely saying, ‘ For 
the refugees of Italy.’ ” The incident, simple as it was, made a 
profound ini})ression upon Mazzini’s ardent nature. The 
idea of an existing wrong in my country against which it wasj 
a duty to struggle, and the thought that I, too, must bear my; 
part in that struggle, flashed before my mind on that day, for\ 
the first time, never again to leave me. The remembrance of 
tliose refugees, many of whom became my friends in after life, 
pursued me wherever I went by day and mingled with my dreams 
by night. I would have given, 1 know not what, to follow them. 
1 began collecting names and facts, and studied as best I miglit 
the records of that heroic struggle, seeking to fathom the causes 
of its failure.” 

As Mazzini grew u}) all his inclinations were toward a literary 
life. ‘‘ A thousand visions of historical dramas and romances 
floated before my mental eye.” 13ut this dream he abandoned, 

my first great sacrifice,” for political agitation. Jle joined 
thc^C^rbonari, not because he approved even then of their 
mettfods, but because at least they were a revolutionary organiza- 
tion. As a inembeF of it, he was arrested in 1S30. The 
governor of Oxcnoa told Mazzini’s father that his son was “ gifted 
with some talent,” but was too fond of walking by himself at 
night absorbed in thought. What on earth has he at his age 
to think about We don’t like young pcoj)lc thinking without 



146 CENTBAL EUROPE BETWEEN REVOLUTIONS 


our knowing the subject of their thoughts.” MazzinI was im- 
prisoned in the fortress of Savona. Here he could only sec the 
sky and the sea, the two grandest things in Nature, except 
the Alps,” he said, ^ft er six months he was released, but was 
([forced to leave his country.”” For nearly all of forty years he 
was to lead the bitter life of an exile in France, in Switzerland, 
but chiefly in England, which became his second home. 

, After his release from prison Mazzini founded in 1831 _a 
society, Young Italy^ destined to be an important factor in 
mahing the new Italy. The Carbonari had led two revolutions 
and had failed. Moreover, he disliked that organization as being 
merely destructive in its aim, having no definite plan of recon- 
struction. Revolutions,” he said, ‘‘ must be made by the 
people and for the people.” His own society must be a secret 
organization; otherwise it would be stamped out. But it must 
..not be merely a body of conspirators; |t must be educative, 
jproselyting, seeking to win Italians by its moral and intellectual 
■fervor to an idealistic view of life, a self-sacrificing sense of 
,|^uty. Only those under forty were to be admitted to member- 
ship, because his appeal was particularly to tlie young. “ Place 
youth at the head of the insurgent multitude,” lie said, you 
know not the secret of the power hidden in these youthful hearts, 
nor the magic influence exercised on the masses by the voice of 
youth. You will find among the young a host of apostles of 
.the new religion.” With Mazzini the liberation and unification 
i )f Italy was indeed a new religion, appealing to the loftiest 
motions, entailing complete self-sacrifice, comyilete absorption 
lln the ideal, and the young were to be its apostles. Theirs was 
to be a missionary life. He told them to travel, to bear from 
land to land, from village to village, the torch of liberty, to* 
expound its advantages to the people, to establish and consecrate 
^le cult. He told them to climb the mountains and share the 
humble food of the laborer; to visit the workshops and the 
artisans ; to speak to them of their rights, of the memories of 
their past, of their past glories, of their former commerce; to 
recount to them the endless oppression of which they were igno- 
[rant, because no one took it upon himself to reveal it.” Let 
Uiem not quail before the horrors of torture and imprisonment 
that might await them in the holy cause. Ideas grow quickly 
^en watered with the blood of martyrs.” Nevei did a cause 
have a”^nidre dauntless leader, a man of purity of life, a man of 
imagination, of poetry, of audacity, gifted, moreover, with a 
marvelous command of persuasive language. The response was 
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overwhelming. By 1833 the society reckoned 6jQ^0fiXi^mejnhfirs. 
Branches were founded every^Jlgr^ \^^^^bd d^whose name men 
were later to conjure with, j oin ed it on IIR^ shores of the Black 
Sea. This is the romantic pros3yting movement of the nine- 
teenth century, all the more remarkable from the fact that its 
members were unknown men, bringing to their work no advan- 
tage of wealth or social position. But, as their leader wrote 
later, All great national movements begin with the unknown 
men of the people, without influence except for the faith and 
will that counts not time or difficulties.’’ 

The programme of this society was clear and emphatic.! 
First, Austria must be driven out. This w^as the condition,' 
precedent to all success. War must come — the sooner the 
better. Let not Italians rely on the aid of foreign governments, 
upon diplomacy, but upon their own unaided strength. Austria 
could not stand against a nation of twenty millions fighting for 
their riglits. 

At a time when the obstacles seemed insuperable, when but 
few Italians dreamed of unity even as an ultimate ideal, Mazzini 
declared that it was a practicable ideal, tliat the seemingly 
impossible was easily possible ^ only Italians would dare to 
show their power; and his great significance in Italian history 
is that he succeeded in imparting his burning faith to multitudes 
of others. The one thing wanting to twenty millions of 
Italians, desirous of emancipating themselves, is not power, but 
faith , he said. His life was one long apostolate, devoted to the 
preaching of the true gospel. His writings tlirilled with confi- 
dence and hope. XSHIIS niust be neither a sect nor a 

party, but a faith and an apostolate.’’ But if Italy were united/ 
^iTiat should be its form of government.^ Mazzini believed that 
h should be a republic, because sovereignty resides essentially in 
the people, and can only completely ex])ress itself in that form. 
Moreover, our great memories are republican,” and “ there are 
no monarchical elements in Italy,” no dynasty rendered illus- 
trious by glory or by important services to Italy, “ no powerful 
and respected aristocracy to take the intermediate place between 
the throne and the people.” That a solution of the Italianj 
problem lay in combining the existing states into a federation, 
Mazzini did not for a moment believe. Every argument for 
federation was a stronger argument for unity. Never rise in 
any other name than that of Italy and of all Italy.” 

Mazzini’s work, when it passed from the realms of exhorta- 
tion, of ideas, to practice, proved ineffective, \oung Italy 
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attempted several insurrections which were less important and 
less successful than those conducted by the Carbonari. He 
iKTmsclf lacked some of the qualities of practical leadershij). 
|He was dogmatic, intolerant. He underestimated the strength 
the opposition.. As a man of action he was not successful. 
Nevertheless is he one of the chief of the makers of Italjv He 
and the society which he founded constituted a leavening, 
quickening force in the realm of ideas. Around tliem grew up a 
patriotism for a country that existed as yet only in the imagina- 
tion. Thei r influence even reached the king of Piednunitj^^ who 
ha(Ldnven Mazzini into exile and who kept him there. Ah, 
Ricci,” said Charles Albert, the form of governments is not 
eternal ; we shall march with tlie times.” 

But to .many serious students of the Italian problem Mazzini 
seemed far too radical; seemed a mystic and a rhetorician full 
of resounding and thrilling phrases, but with little practical 
sense. Men of conservative temperament could not follow him. 
Repelled by the needless waste of life in small and pitifully weak 
insurrections, alienated by the sweeping character of his demands, 
these moderate reformers thought tliat tlie problem was of a 
|different nature and ought to receive a different solution. They 
[began about 1840 to express their views in books which were 
i widely read and much discussed and which exerted a considerable 
'influence. 

One of these was ‘‘The Moral and Civil Primacy of tlie 
Italians,” a book by a Piedmontese priest, Gioberti, forced, like 
TSTazzThV” to live abroad in exile many years because of Ins 
radicalism. Gioberti believed that as Italy had been the father- 
land of Dante and Napoleon, so it must always be the ‘‘ home of 
creative genius.” If so, it must occu])y no less a position in the 
world than independence. He believed in independence as 
fervidly as did Mazzini, but he d id noL believe in the possibility 
of Italian unity, for Italy had "been loo long divided. The 
divisions w^re deep-seated, historic, insuperable. Unity could 
never be brought about by peaceful metliods, and ought never 
to be attempted by force. Gioberti believed in a federation of 
the states of Italy under the presidency or leadership of the 
Pope. Thus Italy would be secure from foreign aggression or 
control and a free field would be opened for all kinds of internal 
^improvement. He held that the genius of Italy was 'monarchical 
land aristocratic, whereas Mazzini had declared it to be republi- 
can and democratic. He believed that the futility of conspiracies 
and secret societies and insurrections had been proved, that they 
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did not further but hindered the cause. JIc concurred with 
Mazzini in believing in independence. 

But to many wlio did not agree with Mazzini, Gioberti’s idea 
that hope lay in tlic Pope seemed preposterous. This attitude 
was expressed by D^zeglio in his “ Recent Events in Romagna ” 
(1846}j a scathing commentary on tlie wretclied ihTsgovernment 
of the Pope within his own dominions, a vivid portrayal of the 
evils under wliicli his subjects groaned. D’Azeglio also de- 
nounced the re})ublican attempts at insurrection. Hope la y, in 
hisippinionj in the of Piedmont. 

Still another point of view was re])rcsented b^.Ccsare Balbo 
in his ^‘^Hopes of Italy” (1844). He too was a Piedmontese. 
He did not believe in unity ; that was a madman’s dream. Like 
Gioberti, he believed in federation, but federation could not be 
accomplished as long as Austria remained an Italian power. 
“ Without national inde[)endence other good things are as 
nought.” Austria, therefore, must be eliminated, but how could 
this be done.^ Not by a war against her of the Italian people or 
of the Italian princes, nor yet by foreign aid, but by the disrup- 
tion of the Turkish Empire, wliich Balbo felt to be near at hand. 
IMight not Austria ex])and eastward at the ex])ense of the Sultan, 
and might she not then make Italy a ])resent of her independ-| 
ence? ” Certainly a fanciful idea. Balbo ])ointed out the defectSj 
of the Italian character, and urged his countrymen to cast off their! 
indolence, to cease to be the land of the olive and the orange,”! 
and to develop strength and earnestness of character. * 

Out of this fermentation of ideas grew a more vigorous spirit 
of unrest, of dissatisfaction, of aspiration. This is the begin- 
ning of what is called in Italian the^Risorgiinento^^^ — the resur- 
rection. Although ideas of how thii^^resurreclion should be 
brought about were at variance with each other, every utterance 
urged it forward. No political party was organized,’ but 
general state of mind was created which held that Italy must, 
become independent, which meant that Austrian influence must| 
be eliminated, and that the Italians could do this themselves, if 
they only would. ^ jThe w atchword was given by Charles Albert, v 
King of Piedmont. Wlien asked how this great work could be 
accomplished, he said, ‘‘ Italia fani da se,” Italy will do it 
alone. 

Events in the realm of politics only intensified the effect of 
these books, seeming to open wide the door of hope. In 1846 
a new Pope was elected, Pius IX. It was considered auspicious 
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that he was chosen by the anti- Austrian members of the conclave. 
He was known to have read Gioberti. His first acts were liberal. 
He pardoned political offenders, thus condemning his predeces- 
sor’s policy. He appointed a commission to consider the question 
of railways, whose introduction had been opposed by liis prede- 
cessor, one reason having been, it was said, his belief that they 
would “ work harm to religion.” He protested against the 
Austrian occupation of Ferrara. Metternich viewed this ten- 
dency with alarm. He liad previously said that a liberal Pope 
was an impossibility. Now that there appeared to be one, he 
declared it the greatest misfortune of the age. The Pope’s 
statement “ that he was resolved to preserve all his authority ” 
passed unheeded in the momentary enthusiasm. Be a believer,” 
wrote Mazzini to him, “ and unite Italy.” 

Reforms were speedily granted in Tuscany and in Piedmont 
by the princes, stimulated by the spectacle of a reforming Poj)e. 
A citizens’ guard was established in the former, that is, the 
people were given arms. This they believed would liencefortli 
make despotism impossible. Charles Albert of Piedmont, liitlierto 
called the ‘‘ Hesitating King,” because of his constant vacillation 
between absolutism and liberalism, now veered toward the latter, 
influenced by the action of the Pope and by the consensus of 
jideas represented in the lUi!>ttrgimentp. In October 1847 he 
lissued a decree granting many reforms in local government, the 
.organization of tJie police, and the censorship of the press. 
Shortly afterward he proclaimed the civil emancipation of 
Protestants. These reforms were received with great enthusiasm, 
an enthusiasm vastly augmented by a letter which he sent at this 
time to a scientific congress in which he said: If I’rovidence 

sends us a war of Italian independence I will mount my horse 
with my sons. I will place myself at the head of an army. . . . 

What a glorious day it will be in which we can raise the cry of 
a war for the independence of Italy ! ” 

In January 1848 a revolution broke out in the Kingdom of 
Naples, the first of that year of revolutions. The king, 
Ferdinand II, was forced to yield to the demand for a 
constitution. 

^ Such was the condition of Italy at the opening of 1848. The 
demand for reform was universal, but now news arrived M'hich 
caused Italians speedily to pass on from this to a "far greater 
undertaking, the ending of foreign domination. The news was 
that the monarchy of Louis Philippe was overthrown ; that the 
Second Republic was declared ; that Germany had risen ; that 
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Austria was in the throes of dismemberment; that Metternich’s 
system had collapsed, and that he himself had been driven into 
exile whither he had previously driven so many. The hour for ; 
Italy seemed to have struck in the hour of the distress of Austria. ; 
For the year 1848 was to be one of revolution the like of which* 
Europe had not known since the Napoleonic period. Events' 
were to succeed each other of a most sensational character, and 
the reaction of tliese events upon eacli other, of nation upoia^ 
nation, of parts of nations upon other parts, was to be the inosb 
distinguishing as well as the most confusing characteristic or 
tlie time. 
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CENTRAL EUROPE IS REVOLT 

Central Euiior^: at the opening of 1848 was then in a rest- 
less, disturbed, expectant state. Everywhere men were wearied 
with the old order and demanding change. A revolutionary 
spirit was at work, the public mind in Germany, Italy, and 
Austria was excited. Into a society so perturbed and so active 
came the news of tlie fall of Louis Philippe. It was the spark 
that set the world in conflagration. The news was received with 
Ajoy by the discontented everywhere, who by it were themselves 
nerved to resistless energy. Revolution succeeded revolution in 
the various countries with startling rapidity. The whole j)oliti- 
cal system of conservatism seemed about to founder utterly. 
The great mid-century uprising of the peoples had begun. 

The storm-center of this general convulsion proved to be 
Vienna, hitherto the proud bulw^ark of the establislied order. 
Here in the Austrian Ehnpire one of the most confused chapters 
in European history began. A wild w^elter of disintegrating 
forces threatened for a while the very submersion of the Danubian 
state. The movement was so complicated and intricate that to 
give a clear account of it is exceedingly difficult. The immediate 
impulse came from Hungary. There the Diet had been in session 
since 1847, engaged in working out moderate reforms for the 
kingdom. The effect of the new^s of the fall of Louis Philippe 
, w as electrifying. The passion of the hour was expressed in a 
flaming speech by Kossuth, who proved himself a consummate 
spokesman for a people in revolt. Of im])ressive presence, and 
endowed with a wonderful voice, he was revolutionary oratory 
incarnate. In a speech in the Diet, March 3, 1848, he voiced 
the feelings of the time, and seized the leadership from more 
moderate men. With bitter execration he fulminated against 
the Austrian Government as a charnel house whence issued 
suffocating vapors and pestilential winds benumbing the senses, 
deadening the national spirit. Only with a free constitution 
could the various races of Austria have a happy future and live 
together in brotherhood. The effect of this speech in Hungary 
and throughout the Austrian states was immediate and profound. 
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Translated into German, and published in Vienna, it inflamed 
the passions of the people. Ten da ys later a^ riot^broke out in 
Vienna itself, organized largely by students and workingmen. 
The soldiers fired and bloodshed resulted. Barricades were 
erected and the people and soldiers fought hand to hand. The 
crowd surged about and into tlie imperial palace, and invaded 
the hall in whicli the Diet was sitting, crying ^^ ^Dp wn with 
Metternicli ! ” Metternich, who for thirty-nine years had^stood 
at the head of the Austrian, states, who w^as tlie very source and 
fount of reaction, im})erturbable, ])itiless, masterful, was now 
forced to resign, to ^ee in disguise from Austria to England, to 
witness his wliole system crash completely beneatli tlie onslaught 
of the very forces for whicli he liad for a generation shown 
contem})t. 

The effect produced by the announcement of INIetternich’s fall 
was prodigious. It was the most astounding piece of news 
Europe had received since Waterloo. Ills fall was correctly 
heralded as the fall of a system hitherto impregnable. 

As Hungary, under the spell of Kossuth’s oratory, had 
exerted an influence ujion Vienna, s;o now the actions of the 
Viennese reacted upon Hungary. The Hungarian Diet, domi- 
nated by the reform and national enthusiasm just unchained and 
constantly fanned by Kossuth, passed on March 15th and the 
days succeeding the famous M arch Laws, by which the process 
of reforming and modernizing Hungary, which had been going 
on for some years, was given the finishing touch. These cele- 
brated laws represented the demands of the Hungarian national 
party led by Kossuth, They concerned tw^o great subjects, the 
internal reorganization of Hungary and the future relations of 
that kingdom to the empire as a whole. They swept away the 
old aristocratic political macliinery and substituted a modern 
democratic constitution. Henceforth there was to be a Diet 
meeting annually, not at Presburg, a tow-n near Austria, but at 
Budapest, in the very heart of the kingdom, a Diet, moreover, 
to be elected, not by the privileged nobility but by every Hun-j^ 
garian^wniiig property to the value of about^on^iundred aTridj 
fifty dollars. The feudal services ow’^ed the nobility by theh 
peasants w^ere abolished, and nothing w^is said of compensation, 
save that it was a debt of honor,” ])resumably to be discharged 
by the nation later. Religious freedom, liberty of the press, trial 
by jury, a national guard were all proclaimed. And as regards 
the relations of Hungary to the empire, it was declared that 
Hungary should lienceforth have its own ministry, not only for 
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domestic business, but also for war# finance, and foreign affairs. 
These latter departments had hitherto belonged to the central 
government: The March Laws made Hungary practically an 
independent natio n. The only connection with Austria was in 
the person of the monarch, who could act in Hungary, however, 
only through this Hungarian ministry. The consent of the 
Vienna Government was all that was now needed to complete this 
virtual separation, and this consent was shortly given under the 
compulsion of dire necessity (March 31). Thus, with remark- 
able swiftness and without bloodshed Hungary had practically 
won her independence. Henceforth she would be mistress of 
her own destinies. That she so understood the matter was shown 
by her creation of a national army with a national flag, and 
by the appointment of Hungarian ambassadors to foreign 
countries. 

The example of Hungary was speedily followed by Bohemia. 
Here there were two races: the Germans, wealthy, educated, but 
a minority, and Czechs, pooi’cr, but a majority, ambitious to 
make Bohemia a separate state, subject only to the Emperor. 
The rnoyement for the revival of Czechish nationality had baeji 
growing since 1830, expressed particularly by the revival of the 
Czechish language as a mark of distinction from the German, 
as a method of spiritual unification. This had been accompanied, 
as we have seen, by a revival of interest in Czechish and Slavic 
history. The Bohemians now sent a deputation to Vienna 
March 19th, to ask for the complete equality of Czechs and 
Germans, for the familiar liberal reforms relating to the Diet, 
the press, taxation, and religion, and for local autonomy. The 
Emperor a few days later conceded most of these demands. 

Meanwhile, recognizing the opportunity, the liberals of Vienna 
and the Austrian provinces snatched at advantages for them- 
selves. TJ}ey demanded a constitution for the whole empire, 
and larger local self-government for the Austrian provinces. 
These demands, too, were granted, of course because of the 
helplessness of the Government. That hel])lessness was due 
chiefly to the critical situation in Italy. In Hungary, Bohemia, 
and the Austrian provinces extensive rights in the direction 
of self-government, of constitutional reform, of personal free- 
dom, had been won. But there had in no case been a repudiation 
,of the empire. The emperor’s legitimate headship was not 
questioned. But in Italy it was just this that v/as denied. 
There, Au.Hria possessed the Lombardo-Venetian kingdom. The 
leading city of Lombardy was Milan, of Venetia, Venice. These 
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states had long resented Austrian rule. Moreover, the other 
states of Italy had, since 1815, been practically dominated by 
Austria. In the peninsula the desire to expel the foreigner^ com- 
pletely, and to achieve unity, was strong and growing. Tliis is 
an important chapter of Italian history, which, however, can 
only be briefly treated here. The Italian reformers saw their 
opportunity in the disturbances of 1818. Milan rose in insur- 
rection, and expelled the Austrian troops, which were unpre- 
pared. Venice , under the inspiring leadership of ^^anj^Manin^ 
tlirew off the Austrian allegiance and declared itself a republic 
once more. Piedmont, an inde{)endent state, threw in its lot with 
these rebels, and [s ent its army into Lombardy. Tlie other; 
Italian states, Tuscany, the Papacy, and Naples,, being com- 
pelled thereto by the popular demand, sent froops forward to 
northern Italy to co-operate. The moment seemed to have 
arrived for the liberation of the ])eninsula from Austrian control. 
The peoples and governments appeared to be unanimous in their 
determination to drive out/^the Austrians once for all. Italy had 
practically declared its independence. Here, tlien, was the 
critical point that must be defended at all costs. Fortunately 
for Austria she had in northern Italy a commander equal to 
the task,'^^j[,d ctzk y man who had served with credit in every 
Austrian war for sixty years, and who now at the age of eighty- 
two was to increase his reputation. Radetzky, forced out of 
Milan, retired to the famous Quadrilateral, the fortresses on the 
Adige and tlie Mincio, Legnago, Peschiera, Verona and Mantua, 
one of the strongest military jiositions in Fjurope. Temporarily 
on the defensive, he believed he could win in the end if properly 
supported. He succeeded in convincing the Austrian Govern-i 
ment that tlie crucial point was Italy, that here the fate of tlioj 
empire would be decided. 

Meanwhile, there were ]March Days in Germany, too. Aus- 
tria’s distress was Germany’s opportunity as it was Italy’s. As 
we have seen, the jiersonality and system of Metternich had 
imposed themselves upon tlie German Confederation, and through 
it upon the states of which it was comjiosed. The news of his 
fall had immediate and resounding efl'ect, and particularly in 
Prussia, for months ke})t fevered by its struggle M'ith Frederick 
William IV for a real parliament. On March 15th barricades 
were erecteS in Berlin and for a week TTie capital was the scene 
of great turbulence and some bloodshed. The King, who had!' 
begun to waver even before the outbreak, issued on the 18th a 
proclamation in which he summoned the United Landtag to co- 
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operate in framing a constitution for the realm, guaranteeing 
tlm 'political and civil liberties that had been demanded for 
years. He also promised to lead in the attempt to achieve u^nity 
for_(S.e™^.ny. 

E\)r the moment seemed to have come when this, also, might 
be wrung out of the chaos of the times, when the loose confedera- 
tion erected by the Congress of Vienna might be transformed 
into a strong and vigorous union. The Liberals had always de- 
sired this, and had recently become unusually active in out- 
lining plans and preparing for the future. The revolution in 
France gave them encouragement. The fact that Austria, inter- 
ested in the preservation of the old Confederation, was now im- 
potent, that the princes everywhere in Germany were j)owerless 
to oppose, greatly advanced the cause. A self-constituted com- 
mittee of Liberals met at Heidelberg early in Marcli and decided 
to call a preliminary assembly to consider the whole question. 
This preliminary assembly, or Ym'parlament^ met from March 
31st to April 4th and arranged for the election, directly by the 
people, of an assembly that should draw up the constitution for 
^ united Germany. Tlie j^rinces of the different states were 
forced to sanction this proceeding, as was also the Diet. In 
April and May the elections were held, and on May 18th the 
first German National Assembly or Parliament of Frankfort met 
amid the high hopes of the people. 

7^ Thus by the end of March 1848 revolution, universal in its 
range, was everywliere successful. The famous March Days 
'had demolished the system of government that had held sway in 
; Europe for a generation. Throughout the Austrian Empire, in 
[Germany and in Italy the revolution was triumphant. Hungary 
and Bohemia had obtained sweeping concessions; a constitution 
had been promised the Austrian provinces; several Italian states 
had obtained constitutions; the liOmbardo-Venetian kingdom had 
declared itself independent of Austria, and the rest of Italy was 
moving to support the rebels; a constitution had been promised 
Prussia, and a convention was about to meet to give liberty 
and unity to Germany. 

But the period of triumph was brief. At the moment of 
greatest humiliation Austria began to show remarkable powers 
of recovery. In the rivalries of her races and in her army lay 
her salvation. The Government won its first victory, not in 
Italy, which was the critical point, but in Bohemia. There, in 
March, the Germans and the Czechs had worked together for the 
acquisition of the reforms described above. But shortly serious 
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differences drove the two races apart. The Germans wished 
to have Bohemia represented in the Frankfort Parliament, and 
included within the new Germany that was exiiected to issue 
from tlie deliberations of tliat body. To tliis the Czechs, how- 
ever, were strongly opposed, fearing that tliis would only mean 
the complete submersion of their own nationality in that of 
Germany, the Germans being overwhelmingly predominant. 
VVliat they aspired to was iiliimately a Czechish or Slavic king- 
dom of their own. Fearing this very thing the Germans in 
Bohemia redoubled their efforts to make the connection between 
Bohemia and Germany close. Racial 4 nimosities were thus 
vigorously fanned. TMie result was street disturbances in Prague/ 
between the Germans and Czechs, culminating in an insurrection! 
June 12. Windischgratz, commander of the troops in Prague,), 
proclaimed the city in a state of siege. ITnable to restore quiet 
by negotiation he bombarded the city on the 17th, soon subdued 
it and w^as dictator. The army had won its first victory, and 
that,' too, by taking advantage of the bitter racial antagonisms 
in which the Austrian Empire so abounded. 

In Italy also the army was victorious. Radetzky had cor- 
r(‘ctly foreseen the future. The Italians, after the first flush of- 
enthusiasm, began to be torn by jealousies and dissensions. The 
Papal, Neapolitan, and Tuscan troops were recalled and northern 
Italy was left to itself. The rulers of those states had sent their 
armies forward to join Piedmont in the war with Austria, not 
because they had w^ished to, but because of popular pressure 
which they now felt able to defy. Cliaiics Albert w^as no match 
for Radetzky, and was defeated badly at Custozza, July 25tl\. 
Austria recovered Lombardy and could even have invaded Pied- 
mont had it not been for the opposition of France and Great 
Britain. Hostilities were brought to a close by an armistice 
August 9th. By the middle of the summer of 184 hS the Austi\cvn/ 
Government was again in the saddle in Bohemia, and had par^ 
tially recovered its powder in Italy. But in Vienna itself and ij^^ 
Hungary its position w^as still most precarious. 

Hungary, as w^e have seen, had won by the iVIarch Laws of 
1848 a position of practical independence of Austria. It pos- 
sessed its owm ministry, which constituted the real government. 
l"he role of the Emperor was most circumscribed, yet he was 
forced to 'endure this humiliation for the present. But the 
Austrian ministry was only biding its time to liumble this arro- 
gant Magyar Government. The opj)ortunity came with the out- 
break of civil dissension within Hungary" itself. There racial and 
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national rivalries rose to the highest pitch. The Magyars, 
though a minority of the wliole people, had always been domi- 
nant and the victory of March had been their victory. But 
the national feeling was strong and growing with ^Scrbsj 
Croatians, and lloumanians. These, in the summer of 1848, de- 
manded of the Hungarian Diet much the same privileges which 
the Magyars had won for themselves from the Vienna Govern- 
ment. They wished local self-government and the recognition 
of their own languages and peculiar customs. To this the 
Magyars would not for a moment consent. They intended that 
there should be but one nationality in Hungary — that of the 
Magyars. Individual civil equality should be guaranteed to all 
the inhabitants of the kingdom of whatever race, but no separate 
or partly separate nations, and no other official language than 
their own. They, therefore, refused these demands point-blank. 
As a consequence, the bitterest race hatreds broke out in this 
Hungarian state, whose power had been so recently established, 
and was so lightly grounded. The Magyars insisted that the 
Magyar language should be taught in the schools in Croatia 
and should be used in all official communications between that 
province and the central government in Budapest. The Croatians 
resented this uncompromising and ungenerous policy and their 
resentment rapidly became rebellion. The Austrian Government 
• appointed Jellachich, a Croatian colonel and a bitter opponent 
of the Magyars, as governor or ban of Croatia. This the Hun- 
garians felt to be an insult, and their relations with tlie Vienna 
Government became very much strained. Jellachich labored from 
the outset to fan the flames of this hatred of Croat and Magyar. 
Would the Austrian Government sanction these acts of one of 
its subjects against Hungary? That Government had approved 
the March I^aws which gave large powers to Hungary, and 
Hungary included Croatia, Slavonia, and other Slavic areas. 
|The Hungarian Government was entirely witliin its rights wflien 
jit demanded that Jellachich be dismissed and that tlie agreement 
|lgi.MHrch be loyally applied. But Austria had made those con- 
' cessions only from compulsion. It saw now in Jellachich a means 
of recalling them. But its own position was still too insecure 
to permit it to proceed openly and aboveboard to that direct 
end. The policy that it followed was most tortuous, — now 
apparently conceding the Hungarian demands, at till* same time 
not discrediting Jellachich. It would be impossible in our space 
to trace these manoeuvers in detail. Suffice it to say that conduct 
so uncandid increased daily the tension between Hungary and 
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Austria, considered by Hungary responsible for the actions of 
Jellacliich. A change consequently occurred in the inner politics 
of Hungary, which was resolved to maintain itself against the 
rebellious Slavs and, if Austria supported them, against Austria 
itself. The Hungarian ministry since March liad been a moderate 
one, in favor of maintaining peace. It included all tlie moVe 
important Magyar statesmen. But the perilous position into 
which the Magyars were drifting naturally favored the more 
warlike and revolutionary leaders who embodied the passionate 
hatred of the Slavs and the Austrians. Peaceful negotiation 
between the various parties to the conflict failed, and in Septem-^ 
ber 1848 matters were precipitated by Jellacliich, who began aj 
civil war by leading an army of Croatians and Serbs against! 
the Magyars. The effect of this action was to arouse the Mag-1 
yars to a fever heat, and to play directly into the hands of the 
aggressive war party. Kossuth and the extreme radicals now 
came into power. Those who stood for peaceful relations with 
Austria, like Deak, gave up in despair. The Austrian Govern- 
ment finally assumed the aggressive. On October t3d the Em-j 
peror declared the Hungarian Diet dissolved. At the same time 
Jellacliich, so odious to all IMagyars, was given the command 
of all the imperial troops in Hungary. The immediate effect, 
however, of this action was not what had been intended, but - 
was rather another, outbreak in Vienna itself. There the revo-. 
lutionists, sympathizing with the IVIagyars, rose and actually 
controlled the city for several weeks. The Fhnperor fled to 
Olniiitz. But now the army appeared iqion the scene. Windisch-^ 
griitzTVecalled from Prague, besieged Vienna for five da^^s, finally 
forcing its surrender October 31, 1848. .Austria had won he^ 
third victory; for in Bohemia, in Italy, and now in Vienna the 
army had intervened with decisive effect and had either crushed 
or checked the revolutionary parties, and had won back for I'le 
Government some of the ground lost in Marcli. 

The reactionary party in Austria now became stronger and 
more determined to finish with this ubiquitous revolution. It 
farced the Emperor Ferdinand to abdicate. He was succeeded 
December 2, 1848, by his nephew, J^rancis Joseph I, a lad of 
eighteen, destined to one of the longest reigns known to history^ 
a reign that was to end only with his death in 1916. The 
purpose of this manoeuver was to permit by a show of legality 
the abrogation of the March Laws in Hungary. Promises made 
by Ferdinand, it was held, were not binding upon his successor, 
and the promises of March were henceforth to be repudiated. 
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^cliwarze iiber^' one of the most reckless, daring, and autocratic 
ministers of the nineteenth century, now became the real leader 
of the Government. The Austrian ministry, at last confident of 
its power, retracted the Marcli Laws and prepared to subdue 
Hungary as it had subdued Bohemia and Vienna, Hungary 
stiffened for the coming conflict. She declared Francis Joseph 
a usurper. Only that jicrson was King of Hungary who had 
been crowned in Hungary with the crown of St. Stephen. She 
therefore refused to recognize the new ruler until he should be 
crowned and take the oath to the constitution, and she held 
that Ferdinand was still King, and prepared to fight in liis 
defense and tliat of the March Laws which lie had sanctioned. 

Tlius it came about that the year 1849 saw a great war in 
Hungary. Austrian armies were sent into that country from 
various directions. The ungenerous conduct of the Magyars 
toward the other races in Hungary was now given its reward. 
Not only did the Hungarian armies have to face Austrian troops, 
flushed with victory, but in the south the Serbs were in full 
revolt, in the cast the Roumanian peasantry favored the Aus- 
trians, in the south and southwest the Croatians and Slavonians 
under Jellachich were eager for revenge. The result was that 
the Hungarian armies in the period from January to March 
1849 were in the main unsuccessful. In April, however, they 
gained several victories and drove back the Austrians. Then, 
in a frenzy of excitement, the Hungarian radicals, led by Kossuth^ 
induced the Diet to take the momentous step of declaring that 
the House of Hapsburg, as false and perjured, had ceased to 
rule, ajid that Hungary was an independent nation. Kossuth 
-was appointed President of the indivisible state of Hungary. 
While the word republic was not uttered, such would probably 
be the future form of government if the Hungarians succeeded 
in achieving their independence. The Hungarian victories still 
continued for a while, but the action of the Diet in declaring 
independence altered the situation disastrously. 'Jlie matter be;:, 
C£unjg.. international. Foreign intervention brought tins turbulent 
chapter abruptly to a close. The young Francis Josepli I made 
an appeal for aid to the Tsar of Russia. Nicholas I showed 
tTie greatest alacrity in responding. The reasons that deter- 
mined him were various. He was both by temperament and 
conviction predisposed to aid his fellow-sovereigns against revo- 
lutionary movements, if asked. He was an autocrat and inter- 
ested in the preservation of autocracy wherever it existed. Also 
he had no desire to see a great republic on his very borders. 
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Furthermore, a successful Hungary might make a restless Poland, 
Many Poles were fighting in the Hungarian armies. 

Russian troops, variously estimated at from 100,000 to 
200,000 now poured into Hungary from tlie east and north. 
The Austrians again advanced from the west. The Hungarians 
fought brilliantly and recklessly, urged on by the eloquence of 
Kossutli. They sought the aid of the Turks but did not receive 
it. They even appealed to the Slavs, ])romising them in adversity 
Hie* rights they luid refused in prosperity, but in vain. The 
overwhelming numbers of their opponents rendered the struggle 
liopeless. Kossu th resigned in favor of Gorgei, a leading generaU 
'l"lie latter was forced to capitulate at Vilagos, August 13, 18497 
The war of Hungarian Indejiendencc was over. Kossuth anJ 
others fled to Turkey, where they were given refuge. Nicholas 
proudly handed over to Francis Joseph his troublesome Hungary, 
which Austria, if left to her own resources, would probably 
have been unable ho conquer. The punishment meted out to the 
Hungarians liad no quality of mercy in it. Many generals and 
civilians were hanged. Tlie constitutional privileges were entirely 
abolislied. Hungary became a mere })rovince of Austria, and 
was crushed beneatli the iron heel. The catastrophe of 1849 
seemed the complete annihilation of that country. 

Meanwhile Italy also had been reconcpiered by the revived 
military power of Austria. The armistice concluded in August 
1848 between Austria and Piedmont, after the battle of Custozza, 
lasted seven months, during which time diplomacy was . vainly 
attein[)ting to effect a peace. Austria crushed Lombardy as 
never before beneath a harsh military rule. Charles Albert con- 
sidered himself now so deeydy pledged to deliver Italy that he 
resolved to reo})en the war and did so in the spring of 1849. 
But his chances were much poorer than in 1848. During those * 
months absolutism in its severest form had been restored m 
Naples, and Naples consequently would send no aid; also the 
Pope had fled from Rome, his prime minister, Rossi, having been 
murdered, and had gone to Na])les as tlie guest of Ferdinand. 
Rome had been declared a republic, with Mazzini as one of the> 
Triumvirs, as the cx(fcutive was called. Tuscany, also, had beem 
declared a republic, the Grand Duke liaving likewise taken refuge 
with Ferdinand of Naples. Tuscany and Rome were consequently 
involved in^ such internal complications that they could not be 
counted on in a renewal of the war. Moreover, there was little 
sympathy between the republicans of tliesc states and the mon- 
archists of Piedmont, for one of the causes here, as everywhere, 



162 


CENTRAL EUROPE IN REVOLT 


of Austrian success lay in the fact that the revolutionists were 
divided among themselves. When Charles Albert took the field, 
therefore in 1849 he took it alone. No lielp came from the states 
to the south. Tlie result was not long doubtful. At Novara, 
March 23, 1849, the Sardinian army was utterly over thro wil. 
The King liimself sought death on the battlefield, but in vain. 

Even death has cast me off,’’ he said. Believing that better 
terms could be made for his country if another sovereign were 
on the throne, he abdicated in favor of his son, Victor Em- 
manuel II, whose reign, begun in the darkest adversity, was 
destined to be glorious. Passing into exile, Charles Albert died 
a few months later. He had rendered, however, a great service 
to his house and to Italy, for he had shown that tliere was one 
Italian prince who was willing to risk everything for the national 
"“cause. He had enlisted the interest and the faith of the Italians 
in the Government of Piedmont, in the House of Savoy. He 
was looked upon as a martyr to the national cause. 

The battle of Novara was followed shortly by the overthrow 
I of . the Florentine Republic and the restoration of the Grand 
^Uuke of Tuscany. But the restoration of the Pope and the 
extinction of the Roman Republic was a more difficult task. That 
re])ublic, under the leadership of Ma/zini, was becoming })oj)ular 
with the former subjects of the Pope, and would no doubt have 
lived had foreign powers been willing to let it alone. But they 
were not. France, believing that Austria would intervene if she 
did not, and wishing to assert sometliing like a balance of power 
in the peninsula, decided to send an expedition to restore the 
Pope, but at the same time to preserve the free institutions that 
had recently been won by the Romans. 4’he president of the 
republic, Louis Bonaparte, favored this for personal reasons. 
He wished to win the favor of the Catholics and conservatives 
of France. And thus France, pledged by its very constitution 
never to employ its forces against the liberties of another 
people,” went to work to destroy a sister re()ublic. It should 
be said that the true Republicans in France strove to prevent 
the Government from embarking upon this policy, but in vain. 
At first the French were repulsed, but then, reinforced and far 
superior to the Romans, they began a siege of the city which 
lasted about three weeks, ending ip its capture June 30, 1849^ 
With the fall of Venice before the Austrians in Aiigust 1849 
this chapter of Italian history closes. The hopes of 1848 had 
withered fast. A cruel reaction now held sway throughout most 
of the peninsula. The power of Austria was restored, greater 
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apparently than ever. Piedmont alone preserved a real inde'-* 
pendehce, but Piedmont was for the time being crushed beneatl^ 
the burdens of a disastrous war and a humiliating peace. 

Meanwhile the victories of the Liberals in Germany were being 
succeeded by defeats. Their hope had centered in the delibera- 
tions of the Parliament of Frankfort, consisting of nearly six 
hundi’ed representatives, elected by universal suffrage. The 
assembly was composed of many able men, but it possessed only 
a moral authority. Though its existence had not been prevented 
hv the rulers of the various states, because they had not dared 
to o})pose what tlie peojde so plainly desired, still those rulers 
gave it no positive support and played a waiting game, hoping 
to be able to prevent the execution of any decisions unfavorable/ 
to themselves. Tlie assembly aspired to give unity and a con- 
stitution to Germany. But having no draft ready to discuss,^ 
much time was lost. Debates on rather abstract questions, too, 
which niiglit better have been ]:)ostponed, consumed many weeks, 
during which tlie old order was beginning to win back its old 
position, particularly in Austria. Gradually, however, the con- 
stitution was elaborated. It reduced considerably the powers 
of the several rulers and created a fairly strong federal state. 
Two most thorny questions long baffled the assembly: what 
territory should be included in the new Germany, and who should 
he its head? The difficulties were extreme in either case. They 
lay in the fact that there WTre tw^o great ])owers, Austria and 
Prussia, the fundamental fact, as we have seen, of the historical 
evolution of Germany. Any decision of either question w^ould 
])robably offend one o*r the other. Austria w as the chief problem. 
Should she be admitted into the new union? If so, wholly or 
only in part? If w’^holly, that w^ould mean that millions of 
Italians, Croat ians, Hungarians, Poles, Roumanians would come 
in, w^ould participate in the making of the laws. It w^ould meai., 
too, that the new central parliament would have to legislate 
for a most motley aggregation of peoples. Moreover, the empire 
thus created would be no Gerjumiif^ but a nondescript. Austria, 
largely non-German, had a population of •38,0()0,()()(). The rest 
of Germany would number only about 32,000, 000. Austria 

would, therefore, luivc an absolute majority in the parliament, 
and the actions of that majority might be determined by the 
desires of Hungarians and Slavs. Obviously such an unity 
Would be a mockery. Moreover, to permit such dissimilar ele- 
ments to live together the loosest confederation w^ould be neces- 
sary, and Germans were tired of loose confederations. On the 
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other hand, to admit only the German provinces of Austria 
would be to break up the unity of Austria, and to this the 
Austrian Government objected. It was finally decided, however, 
to include tliose provinces only. The boundaries of the new 
union were to be the same as those of the German Confederation. 

The other most important question was what sliould be the 
form of the new government, and who sliould be the executive? 
Should there be an emperor or a president or a board, and, if 
an emperor, should his office be hereditary, or for life, or for a 
term of years? Should he be the ruler of Prussia or of Austria, 
or should first one and tlien the otlier rule? The final decision 
was tliat Germany should be an hereditary empire, and on 
March 28, 1849, the King of Prussia was chosen to be its liead. 
.Austria wnounced curtly that it ‘‘would neither let itself be 
^expelled from the German Confederation, nor let its German 
provinces be separated from the indivisible monarchy.” 

The center of interest now j^hifted to Berlin, whither a dele- 
gation went to offer to Frederick William IV the imperial crown 
of a united Germany. Would he accept it? If he should, the 
new scheme to which twenty-eight minor states had already 
assented would go into force, thougli it might involve a war with 
Austria, by this time largely recovered from her various troubles. 
Frederick William had declared in 1847 that he was willing to 
settle the German question, “ with Austria, without Austjua, 
^es, if need be, against Austria.” Now, however, he was in a very 
different mood. He declined the offer of the Frankfort Parlia- 
ment. The reasons were varied. Austria protested that she 
would never accept a subordinate position, and this protest 
alarmed him. And he disliked tlie idea of receiving a crown 
from a revolutionary assembly ; rather, in his opinion, ought 
such a gift to come from his equals, the princes of Germany. 

Thus the two great German powers, Austria and Prussia^ re- 
j,ected the work of the Frankfort Parliament. Rebuffed in such 
high quarters, that body was unable to impose its work upon 
Germany, and it finally ended its existence wretchedly. In ses- 
sion for over a year it accomplished nothing. But the responsi- 
bility for the failure of Germans to achieve a real unity in 1848 
and 1849 rests primarily not with it, but with Prussia and 
Austria. Its failure, however, and its mistakes probably made 
it easier for the next generation to solve the problem. 

The King of Prussia now attempted to form a union along 
!his own royal lines, an attemy)! which he soon abandoned, 
on peremptory orders from Vienna. This was the famous 
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^Miuiiiiliaiion of Olmiitz.” Austria th en dcnmndcd that tho.oldLi 
(jcrnian Confederation, which had been suspended in 1848, be/ 
revived Witli its Diet at FrattltfoVt. This was done' in 1851. 

The permanent results of this mid-century uprising of central 
Europe were very sliglit. very where the old governments slipped 

back into tlie old grooves and resumed the old traditions. Two 
slates, however, emerged with constitutions wliich they kept, 
Sardinia, whose Constitutional Statute, granted by Charles' 
Albert on Marcli 4, 1848, established a real constitutional and 
parliamentary government, tlie only one in Italy; and Prussia, 
whose Constitution issued by the King in its final form in 1850 
was far less liberal, yet sufficed to range Prussia among the\, 
constitutional states of Europe. By it the old absolutism of 
tlie state was clianged, at least in form. There was henceforth 
a parliament consisting of two cliambers. In one respect this 
document was a bitter disa])pointment to all liberals. In the 
March Days of 1848 the King liad promised universal suffrage,^/ 
hut the Constitution as finally ])ronnilgated rendered it illusory/ 
It established a system unique in the world. Universal suffrage 
was not witlidrawn, but w^as marvelously manipulated. The 
voters were divided in each electoral district throughout Prussia 
into three classes, according to wealth. The amount of taxes 
paid by the district was divided into three equal parts. Those 
voters who paid the first third w^re grouped into one class, those, 
more numerous, who paid the second third into another class, 
those who paid the remainder into still another class. The re- 
sult was that a few very rich men were set apart by themselves, 
the less rich by themselves, and the poor by themselves. Pjach 
of these three groups, voting separately, elected an equal nurn-, 
her of delegates to a convention, which convention chose the^^ 
delegates of that constituency to the lower house of the Prussian j 
Parliament. Thus in every electoral convention two-thirds of th< 
members belonged to the wealthy class. There was no chance 
in such a system for the poor, for the masses. This system^ 
established by the Constitution of 1850, continued to exist inj 
Prussia down to the revolution brought about by the World War.i 
It gave an enormous preponderance of political power to the 
rich. The first class consisted of very few^ men, in some districts 
of only one; the second class was sometimes twenty times as 
numerous ; le third sometimes a hundred, or even a thousand 
times. Thus though every man twenty-five years of age possessed 
the suffrage, the vote of a single rich man might have as great 
weight as the votes of a thousand workingmen. 
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THE SECOND REPUBLIC AND THE FOUNDING OF 
THE SECOND EMPIRE 

THE SECOND REPUBLIC 

The Revolution of 1848 in P'rance was extraordinarily swift, 
entirely unexpected, and extremely radical. “ Though the 
February Revolution,” says de Tocqueville, “ was of all our revo- 
lutions the shortest and the least sanguinary, yet far more than 
any other it filled the minds and hearts of men with the idea and 
feeling of its omnipotence.” Beginning as a moderate demand'^ 
for a larger electorate, it soon passed far beyond this into the 
realm of the new and the uncertain. A revolution of three days, 
it was made without premeditation, without definite plan or 
accredited leaders. The day of the 24th of P^ebruary was made 
memorable by events crowding upon each other with irresistible 
pressure. On the morning of that day there was no public de- 
mand for a republic; by sunset a re])ublic, the second in the 
history of P'rance, had been proclaimed. This spectacular out- 
come was the one least imagined, as it had seemed for the past 
few years that the republican party which had so troubled Louis 
Philippe’s early years as king was now moribund. Suddenly 
under the pressure of circumstances it awoke, and, .tliough tlie 
party of a small Parisian minority, it won the triumphs of the 
day and established its regime. 

Tlie Second Republic lasted nominally nearly five years, from 
February 24, 1848, to December 2, 1852, when the Second Em- 
pire was proclaimed. Practically, however, as we shall see, it 
came to an end one year earlier, December 2, 1861. During 
this period the state was administered successively by the Pro- 
visional Government, chosen on February 24th, and remaining 
jin power for about ten weeks, then for about a year by the 
I National Constituent Assembly, which framed the ’Constitution 
I of the Republic, and then by the President and Legislative 
i Assembly, created by this constitution. The history of the 
Republic was to be a very troubled one, 
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The Provisional Government was from the first composed of 
two elements. The larger number, led by LamaHine, were simply 
Republicans, desirous of a republican form of government in 
place of the monarchical. “ I regard the republican govern- 
ment,’’ says L^artine, that is to say, the government of 
peoples by their own reason and their own will, as the sole aim 
find the sole end of tlie great civilizations, as the sole means of 
realizing the great general truths that a people desires to in- 
augurate in its laws. Other forms of government are states of 
Kitelage, confessions of the eternal minority of peoples, imper- 
fections in the sight of philosophy, humiliations in the sight of 
liistory.” The other element of the Provisional Government was 
represented by Louis Blanc, Flocon, Albert, men who believed 
in a republic, but as a means to an end, and that end a social, 
economic revolution; men wlio wished primarily to improve the 
condition of tlie laboring classes, to work out in actual laws and 
institutions the socialistic theories propounded witli such effective- 
ness during the later years of the reign of Louis Philippe, and 
particularly the principles re])resented in XiOuis Blanc’s famous 
phrase, ‘‘ the right to labor.” What these men most desired 
was not a mere political change, but a thoroughgoing recon- 
struction of society in the interest of the largest and weakest 
class, the poor, the wage-earners. Blanc’s conception of the 
republic he thus expressed : “ It has alwavs been my opinion 
that the rey)ublican form of government is not the sole object 
to be aimed at, even by politicians of the republican school, if 
their love for the commonwealth be sincere and disinterested. 
I believed then, as I do now, that the chief end to be kept in 
view is to make him that works enjoy the fruits of his work; to 
restore to the dignity of human nature those whom the excess 
of poverty degrades; to enlighten those w^hose intelligence, from 
want of education, is but a dim, vacillating lamp in the midst 
of darkness; in one word, to enfranchise the people, by en- 
deavoring to abolish this double slavery, ignorance and misery.” ^ 

Blanc was a convinced Socialist, intelligent and thoughtful. 
The interests of the working classes constituted, in his opinion, 
the supreme problem of government. He wished to replace 
})rivate property by public property in the interest of the greater 
number. He would do this by co-operative societies. Produc- 
tion should not be carried on by capitalists, employing laborers 

^ Quotations are from Dickinson, Revolution and Reaction in Modern 
France, pp. 176, 178. 
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for wages and retaining profits for themselves. The laborers 
should manage the various industries themselves^ reaping what- 
ever rewards there were. To start these co-operative societies 
the aid of the state, furnishing capital, would be necessary. But 
in the end, gradually and without violence, the whole process 
of production would be transferred from the control of the few 
to that of the maiiy. 

A scheme so novel and so opposed to the habits and institu- 
tions of the ages was bound to be misconceived and misrepre- 
sented. Believers in the existing order would denounce every 
economic change as robbery; believers in change would be more 
dominated by passion, by hatred of tlie rich, by a desire for a 
division of property, than by moderate or equitable plans of 
economic reform. 

The Provisional Government, divided as it was into Socialists 
and Anti-Socialists, ran the risk of all coalitions, that of being 
reduced to impotence by internal dissensions, as was to be im- 
mediately shown. Certain great reforms were, however, carried 
with practical unanimity. ~ The death penalty for political 
offenses was abolished. Universal suffrage was proclaimed, and 
thus political power passed suddenly from the hands of about 
two hundred tliousand privileged wealthy persons to over nine 
million electors. Negro slavery throughout the French colonies < 
was abolished, as it had been in the first French Revolution. The 
freedom of the press was established, as were the freedom of* 
j public meeting and association and the right of all citizens to 
i become members of the National Guard. The results were almost 
instantaneous and completely changed the character of political 
life in Paris. Newspapers and party pamphlets, sold cheaply, 
appeared in profusion, expressing the most varied and in many 
cases most radical ideas, and influencing far greater numbers 
than the French press had previously done. Political clubs, 
similar to those of the Revolution, were opened and formed 
additional clearing-houses for opinion and debate, and the 
National Guard rose in a few weeks from 50,000 to about 
‘ 200,000. In other words, the masses of Parisian workmen now 
; had weapons in the hand, as members of the Guard, and means 
Lof self-expression and propaganda in clubs and newspapers. 

Conflicts between the two great currents of opinion began 
on the very day of the proclamation of the Republic. Armed 
workmen came in immense numbers to the Hotel de Ville and 
demanded that hencefortli the_ banner of France should he. the 
red flag,^ emblem of Socialism. LamarMne repelled this demand 
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ill a brilliant speech. You desire,” he said, to replace a 
revolution marked by unanimity and fraternity with one of 
revenge and suffering. You demand that the Government raise 
as a sign of peace the standard of war to the bitter end among 
citizens of the same country. Never will I sign sucli a decree. 

I will repel to the last moment of my life this bloody flag, and 
vou ought to reject it more than 1, for the red flag has never 
i)ecn borne elsewhere than around the Champ-de-Mars, imbrued 
with the blood of the people in 1791 and 1793, while the tricolor 
has made the circuit of the world with the name, the glory, and 
tlic liberty of France.” Lamartine’s eloquence was overwhelming. 
The workmen themselves stamped upon the red flag. 

But the Government, achieving an oratorical victory, saw 
itself forced to yield to the Socialist party in two important 
res{)ects. On motion of Louis Blanc, it recognized the so-called 
right to labor.” It promised work to all citizens, and as a 
means to tliis end it established, against its own real wishes, 
the famous National Worksho})s. Blanc demanded that a Min- 
istry of Progress be established, to organize co-operative associa- 
tions of the kind which he had advocated. But, instead, the 
Government establislied a Labor Commission, with Blanc at its 
head and with its place of meeting the Luxembourg Palace. This/ 
was a mere debating society, a body to investigate economic*' 
({uestions and report to the Government. It had no power of 
action, or of ])utting its opinions into execution. Moreover, by 
removing Louis Blanc from the Hotel de Ville to another part of 
Ihiris, the Government really reduced his influence and that of 
his party. Yet this Labor Commission, thus lamed at the start, 
set loyally to work. It was composed of delegates of working- 
men representing different crafts, of political economists, and 
even of employers. Declaring that manual labor too prolonged 
ruins the health of the laborer, and by preventing the cultiva- 
tion of his mind, underniines the dignity of man,” it demanded 
the reduction of the working day from eleven to ten hours in 
Baris, and from twelve to eleven throughout the country. The 
I b*o visional Government then decreed this change, but the de- 
cree remained a dead letter, as employers ignored it. The 
Commission persuaded the Government to abolish the sweating ” 
system. It also acted as a court of arbitration in certain labor 
disputes wdtff some measure of success. But as time w^ore on it 
became irritated over its general lack of achievement, which con- 
trasted so lamentably with the endless hopes it had aroused, 
rile irritation constantly deepened, and the Commission became 
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in the end a center of much inflammatory talk. Looked to for 
^leadership by tens of thousands of workmen, it was a source of 
danger to the Government. Deprived of all modes of legal 
lection, it might become the seat of conspiracies and illegal 
I proceedings. 

The National Workshops, too, were a source of ultimate dis- 
appointment to those who had looked to them to solve the com- 
plex labor problems of the modern industrial system. Conceded 
bv the Provisional Government against its will, and to gain time, 
that Government did not intend that they should succeed. 
Their creation was intrusted to the Minister of Commerce, Marie, 


a personal enemy of Louis Blanc, who, according to his own 
admission, was willing to make this experiment in order to render 
the latter unpopular and to show workingmen the fallacy of his 
theories of production, and the dangers of such theories for 
themselves. The sclieme was represented as Louis Blanc’s, though 


f 't was denounced by liim, was established especially to discredit 
lim, and was a veritable travesty of his ideas. Blanc wished 
to”haVe every man practise his own trade in real factories, 
Started by state aid. They should be engaged in productive 
Enterprises ; moreover, only men of good character should be 
|)ermitted to join these associations. Instead of this, the Govern- 
ment simply set men of the most varied sorts — cobblers, car- 
penters, metal workers, masons, to labor upon unproductive 
tasks, such as making excavations for public works. They were 
organized in a military fashion, and the wages were uniform, 


two francs a day. 


j It was properly no system of production that was being tried, 
but a system of relief for the unemployed, who were very, 
numerous owing to the fact that many factories had had to close 
because of the generally disturbed state of affairs. The number 
of men flocking to these National Workshops increased alarm- 
ingly: 25,000 in the middle of March; 66,000 in the middle of 


April; over 100,000 in May. As there was not work enough for 
all, the number of working days was reduced for each man to 
two a week, and his total wage for the week fixed at eight francs. 

( The result was that large numbers of men were kept idle most of 
the time, were given wretched wages, and had plenty of time to 
discuss their grievances. They furnished excellent material for 
SsQcialist agitators. This experiment wasted the public money ^ 
accomplished nothing useful, and led to a street war of the most 
appalling kind. 

The Provisional Government was, as the name signified, only 
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a temporary organization whose duty was to administer the 
state until an assembly should be elected by the new universal 
suffrage, which assembly should then frame a Constitution. The 
elections were held April 23d, and the National Constituent 
Assembly met on May 4, 1848. The assembly consisted of nine 
hundred men, about eight hundred of them moderate Republicans. 
The Socialists had almost disappeared* 

The Assembly showed at once that it was bitterly opposed 
to the opinions of the Socialists of Paris. The Provisional Gov- 
ernment now laid down its powers, and tlie Assembly cliose five 
of its members, all Anti-Socialists, with Lamartine as the head,^ 
as the new executive until the Constitution should be drawn upi 
All these men had been opposed to Louis Blanc. The Assembly 
also refused to create the Ministry of Labor demanded by the 
latter. The workingmen of Paris, irritated at this refusal and 
at the outcome of the elections, and seeing that they had nothing 
to hope for from this Assembly, rose in insurrection, endeavoring 
to accomplish a new revolution which should bring in the social- 
istic state as that of February had brought in the republican 
democratic. On May 15th they invaded the Chamber, drove out 
the representatives, and declared the Assembly dissolved and 
proclaimed a new Provisional Government of their own. But 
their victory was short-lived. Tlie National Guard came to the 
1 ‘escue of the Assembly, and some of the leaders of the insurgents 
were made prisoners. 

The Assembly, irritated in turn by the humiliation to which 
it had been subjected, resolved to root out the great source of 
danger, the National Workshops. Tlie Government announced 
their immediate abolition, giving the workmen the alternative of 
enrolling in the army or going into the country to labor on 
public works. If they did not leave voluntarily, they would be 
forced to leave. The laborers, goaded to des])eration, prepared 
to resist and to overthrow this Government which they had helped 
bring into existence, and which liad proved so unsympathetic. 
Organized as a semi-military force, angered at the hostility of 
the bourgeois to all helpful social reform that could make their 
lives easier, they began a bitter fight. The Assembly saw the 
terrible nature of the conflict impending. General Cavaignac 
was given dictatorial powers by the Assembly, the Executive Com- 
mission of fii^e resigning. JDuring four June days (June 23-726, 
1848) the most fearful street fighting Paris had ever known 
went on behind a baffling network of barricades. The issue 
was long doubtful, but finally the insurgents were put down. 
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The cost was terrible. Ten thousand were killed or wounded. 
Eleven thousand prisoners were taken, and their deportation 
^was immediatelj decreed by the Assembly. The June Days 
left among the poor an enduring legacy of hatred toward the 
’bourgeoisie. 

The republic of order had definitely triumphed over the social- 
istic agitation. But so narrow had been its escape, so fearful 
was it with anxiety for the future that the dictatorship of 
^^avaignac was continued until the end of October. Thus "^the 
Second Republic, proclaimed in February 1848, after ten 
troubled weeks under a Provisional Government, passed under 
military leadership for the next four months. One-man power 
was rapidly emerging. 

The results of this socialist agitation and of the sanguinary 
days of June were lamentable and far-reaching. Tliey greatly 
contributed to the overthrow of the Republic. Many of tlie% 
bourgeois had during these months experienced the most acute 
financial distress. Many manufacturers and merchants were 
ruined by the economic crisis created by the disturbed state 
of aff*airs. Bonds dej)reciated in two montlis from 116 francs* 
to 60, with tlie result that fortunes invested in these securities 
were suddenly cut in two. Their liolders became enemies to 
the Republic, because they wished above everything a govern- 
ment of order, under whicli alone business could flourish and 
property be secure. This class was very influential. 

The peasants also turned against the Rey)ublic, They were 
told that the Socialists were going to take their lands from 
them and divide them. They were as strongly attaclied to the 
principles of private property as were the rich, and for the same 
reason desired a government of order. But more important, be- 
cause alienating the peasants from the Republic, was the action 
of the Provisional Government in levying a new tax. 

The financial situation of France at the close of the July 
Monarchy was unsatisfactory, and was rendered worse by the 
Revolution, which caused widespread business uncertainty, 
undermined credit, and made the collection of taxes difficult. 
Bankruptcy was not to be thought of, as the Government did 
not wish to have the Second Republic mean, in tlic opinion of 
mankind, the repudiation of debts, as had the First. On the 
other hand, no new loan could be raised. The Government, there-^ 
fore, did the only thing it could do ; it increased the direct taxes 
by almost one-half (forty-five centimes supplementary to each 
franc liitherto paid). This fell not only upon the middle class. 
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but also upon tlic peasants. Notliing could have been more dis- 
astrou^foJP the Republic, which thus lost its popularity with the 
^ most numcTOUs class. If the Republic meant increased taxes, 
it was7^n their opinion, inferior to monarcliy. The effect of 
this tax was shown more clearly later. It had had but a small 
influence upon the elections for the Constituent Assembly, not 
being widely known. 

After the suppression of the Socialists in *10110 the Assembly 
proceeded to frame the Constitution, for which task it had been 
chosen. It proclaimed the Republic as tlie definitive govern-' 
ment of France. It declared universal suffrage. It provided, 
that there should be a legislature consisting of a single chamber. 
A second cliamber seemed aristocratic, and, moreover, likely 
to be a check upon the first, that is, upon the people seeking 
to legislate, and tlierefore was rejected. The Assembly was t(fj 
consist of 750 members, chosen for three years, to be renewed; 
in full at the end of that period. 

The executive was to be a President of tlie Republic elected 
for four years and ineligible for re-election save after a four 
years’ interval. He was given very considerable powers. It 
was felt that the danger in giving him these would he neutralized 
by the shortness of his term and by his inability to be immediately 
\i re-elected. He was given the right to propose legislation to 
tlie Assembly, to dispose of the armed force,” to negotiate 
and ratify treaties, tliough tliese sliould become binding only 
when sanctioned by the Assembly, to appoint and dismiss ministers 
and other officials, civil and military. The President therefore 
was to be a person of power. How he sliould be chosen was the 
.most important question before the Constituent Assembly, and 
was long debated. The Assembly, dominated by its fundamental 
dogma of universal suffrage and popular sovereignty, was dis- 
posed to hayc the President cliosen by all the voters. The 
danger in this procedure lay in the lack of political experience 
of the IVench electorate, and the probability that they would 
be blinded by some distinguished or famous name in making their 
choice, not guided by an intelligent analysis of character and 
of fitness for the high office. Moreover, if tlie peo])le should 
choose both the legislature and the President, they would create 
two co-ordinjite authorities, likely to disagree, and in that case 
with the chance of victory resting with the President, a single in- 
dividual, knowing his own mind, acting directly and swiftly, rather 
than with the legislature divided into parties, and necessarily 
acting slowly. This likelihood that the President, wielding the 
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military and civil ])ower, might overturn the Republic and make 
himself a despot, was distinctly foreseen by some members, who 
explicitly warned the Assembly against it, notably by Jules 
Grevy, later a President of the Third Republic, who urged that 
the President be chosen by the legislature and that he be re- 
movable at any time by it. Thus Parliament would be the 
supreme body in the state, not simply a co-ordinate and rival 
power, and presidential usurpation would be impossible. ‘‘ Are 
you quite sure,” said Grevy, that in that series of men who are 
to succeed each other every four years to the presidential throne, 
there will be only devoted republicans anxious to descend from 
it? Are you sure that there will never be any one sufficiently 
ambitious to try to perpetuate his power? . . . And if this 
man is a member of one of those families which have ruled over 
France, if he has never expressly renounced what he calls his 
rights, if commerce is languishing, if the people arc suffering, 
if they are passing through one of those crises in which misery 
and deception deliver them over to those who conceal by promises 
their projects against liberty, will you guarantee that this man 
of ambition will not succeed in overthrowing the Republic? ” 
Events were shortly to 2 )rove Grevy’s clear right to the title 
of prophet, but his proposition was now voted down over- 
whelmingly. Something must be left to Providence,” answered 
Lamartine. Another amendment was suggested that at least no 
member of any of the families which had ruled France should 
ever be chosen President. This, too, for doctrinaire reasons, 
and because it seemed to limit the national sovereignty, was 
voted down, and it was definitely decided that the people should 
choose the President and should be entirely untrammeled in their 
choice. Thus in tlie very act of drawing up a Constitution for 
the Second Republic, the Assembly rendered easy, if not inevi- 
table, its overthrow. 

Though the Republicans of 1848 committed many grave 
errors, owing partially to their inexperience, j^artially to their 
indisposition to abate any of their traditional j^olitical principles 
in the face of the extraordinary exigencies of a tumultuous and 
turbulent year, yet their work had certain consequences destined 
to survive. For fifty years the Republic had been associated 
in the minds of multitudes of Frenchmen with the Reign of 
Terror, had signified violence, disorder, and confiscation of 
property. It now became evident that it might mean something 
very different, for here was a Re 2 :)ublic which suppressed in- 
surrection and restored order with a resolution and thorough- 
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ness that the monarchy liad not shown under Charles X or 
Louis Philippe, one, moreover, which preferred unpopularity to 
bankruptcy. The June Days and the tax of the forty-five 
centimes were direct causes of its downfall. Yet by them the 
llcpublic as an ideal of government ultimately gained strength, 
tliough the present experiment proved ephemeral and weak. 

For, in leaving the choice of the President to universal suffrage, 
this republican assembly was playing directly into the hands 
of a pretender to a throne, of a man who believed he liad the 
right to rule France by reason of his birth, liOuis Napoleon 
Bonaparte, nephew of the Great Napoleon and legitimate heir 
to his pretensions. At the time of the F'ebruary Revolution this 
man was practically without influence or significance, but so 
swiftly did events move and opinion sliift in that year 1848 that 
by the time the mode of choosing the President was decided upon, 
he was already known to be a leading candidate, a fact that 
stamped that decision as all the more foolhardy. 

Louis Napoleon Bonaparte had become chief of the house of 
Bonaparte in 1882 at the age of twenty-four. He conceived his 
position witli utmost seriousness. He believed that he had a right 
to rule over France, and that the day would come when he 
would. He adhered to this belief for sixteen years, though those 
years brought him no practical encouragement, but only the 
reverse. Gathering about him a few adventurers, he attempted 
in 1886, at Strasbourg, and in 1840 at Boulogne, to seize power. 
Both attempts, already described, were puerile in their concep- 
tion, and were bunglingly executed. Both ended in fiasco. He 
had gained the name of being ridiculous, a thing exceedingly 
difficult for Frenclimen to forgive or forget. As a result of 
‘the former attempt he had been exiled to the United States, 
from which he shortly returned. As a result of the latter, he 
was imprisoned in the fortress of Ham in northern France, from 
which he escaped in 1846, disguised as an ordinary mason, uamed 
Badinguet. He then went to England and in 1848, at the time^ 
of the Chartist risings, he was a special constable stationed in! 
Trafalgar Square. This was certainly no record of achieve-] 
rnent. But the stars in their courses were fighting for him. 
The Revolution of 1848 created his opportunity, as that of 1789 
had created that of the First Napoleon. Like his great proto- 
type, whom he constantly sought to imitate, he offered his serv- 
ices to the Republic. He was elected a member of the Constituent 
Assembly, where the impression he created was that of a mediocre 
man, with few ideas of his own, who could probably be controlled 
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hy others. His name, liowever, was a name to conjure with. 
This was his only capital, but it was sufficient. The word Napo- 
leon was seen to be a marvelous vote-winner with the peasants, 
who, now that universal suffrage was the law of tlic land, formed 
the great majority. How should I not vote for this gentle- 
man,” said a peasant to Montalernbert, I whose nose was 
frozen at Moscow? ” Louis Napoleon was an avowed candidate 
for the presidency, and, as the most colorless, was tlie strongest. 
Cavaignac was the candidate of the democratic Republicans, who 
had governed France since February, but he was not popular, and, 
moreover, he was liated by the workingmen for his part in the 
June Days. Ledru-Rollin was the candidate of the Socialists, 
an aggressive party, but made odious to law-abiding citizens 
by the events of the year, and always in the great minority, 
^anjartine was also a candidate. His sun had mounted swiftly 
to full meridian splendor in February, but was as swiftly paling. 
Moreover, the parties opposed to the very idea of a republic 
now rallied about liOuis Napoleon — the liCgitimists and the 
Orlcanists, as they preferred even an Em])irc to a Republic, an 
(tihknown man who seemed pliable to a man known for firmness, 
frigidity, and strenuous republicanism, as was Cavaignac. More- 
over, the enigmatic candidate was most profuse in pleasing prom- 
ises to various groups. There were other causes for Louis 
Napoleon’s overwhelming triumph. The Republic had been pro- 
claimed by a faction in Paris, though later ratified by the Con- 
stituent Assembly. It was associated in the minds of men with 
grave uncertainty as to rights of property, rights to wliich tlie 
French have always held tenaciously. Louis Napoleon, by his 
professions and his family traditions, seemed to stand for order 
and stability. Again, for many years a series of brilliant writers 
had been portraying in history and in poetry the wonders of the 
Napoleonic era. Men’s actual knowledge of the evils and op- 
pressions of that era was growing less as the older generation, 
which could have told tlie true tale, was disappearing, and a new 
Napoleonic legend, fair, thrilling, and altogether admirable had 
grown up. It mattered little that this legend was vitiated through 
and through by mendacity and distortion of history. 

For these reasons, when the presidential election of December 
184 j 8 occurred, Louis Napoleon was found to be overwhelmingly 
the elect of the people. He had over 5,400,000 votes, while 
Cavaignac, his nearest competitor, had less than 1,500,000, 
liCdru-Rollin 370,000, and Lamartine less tlian 18,000. Tlie 
new PrerAdent entered upon his duties December 20, 1848. On 
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tliat day before the Assembly he swore “ to remain faithful to tlie 
democratic republic,” and said: ‘‘My duty is clear. I will fulfil 
it as a man of honor. I shall regard as enemies of the country 
all those who endeavor to change by illegal means that which 
France has established.” 

The French liad thus selected a Prince as President, an in- 
novation in the art of government. In tlie following May they 
did an equally astonishing thing in the election of a Legislative 
Assembly. This Assembly of 750 members contained about 500 
Monarchists, who were divided into Legitimists, Orleanists. and 
a few Bonapartists ; about 70 moderate Republicans of the kind 
tliat had thus far controlled the Republic, and about 180 
Socialists. Tlius the first legislature elected under the new 
Constitution of the Republic was overwhelmingly monarchical. 
Only 70 could be held to be sincerely attached to the present 
form of government. The explanation of this remarkable result 
lies in the fact that the Days of June were still very vivid in 
men’s minds. The mass of Frenchmen voted for monarchical 
candidates because they believed that the Republic was dangerous 
to order and property. 

Thus both the President and the majority of the Assembly 
were, by reason of their very being, enemies of the Constitution 
under which they were elected. The situation was one that could 
not permanently endure. The three years that elapsed between 
the inauguration of the President and the coup d’etat of 1851, 
wliich virtually usliered In the Empire, though it w^as not formally 
proclaimed until a year later, were a period not of legislative 
and social reform, but of adroit and tortuous factional politics, 
played not for the advancement of France, but for the advan- 
tage of party. Not particularly instructive, a brief treatment 
of them will suffice. 

At first the President and the monarchical majority co- 
operated against the republican party, which each felt to be the 
real enemy. Opportunities for doing this were not slow in pre- 
senting themselves. Some of the Republicans unwisely attempted} 
an insurrection against the Government, June 13, 184i9. This ; 
was easily put doMm. Folhuving up their victory, the author- 
ities proceeded to cripple the Opposition severely. Thirty-three 
of their representatives wei’e arrested and depriveil of their seats 
in the Legislative Assembly. Their journals were suppressed. 
Public meetings were forbidden for a year, an order renewed 
several times later. As school-teachers had been effective friends 
of the Republic all over France, education was largely reorgan- 
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[zed with a view of bringing it more closely under the control 
of the clergy, friends of monarchy. Paris was declared under 
martial law, which gave greater actual power than ever to the 
President. 

This removal of tlie republican leaders rendered easy the 
passage of further repressive legislation. The Assembly next 
enacted the Franchise I^aw of 1850. This provided that to be a« 
voter one must have resided in a given commune for three years, 
and that that fact must be proved by the presence of one’s name 
on the tax list. This law virtually abolished universal suffrage 
and rerestablished in a round-about way a property qualification. 
It deprived over three million w^orkingmen, one-third of the^ 
electorate, of tlie suffrage, either because they paid no taxes or 
because to get work tliey had frequently to change their residence 
and could not, therefore, meet the tliree-year residence qualifi- 
cation. Those thus disfranchised, of course, bitterly hated the 
, Assembly. Another law was then passed restricting the freedom'^ 
of the press by re-establisliing the requirement of a preliminary 
deposit of 50,000 francs from all editors. This stamped out oP 
existence most of the cheap newspapers of the Republicans and 
Socialists, as they could not meet the qualification. 

Having silenced tlie Republicans, the victors. President and 
Assembly, fell to warring with each other. This conflict, show- 
ing itself in many minor matters, became most pronounced and 
bitter over the question of a revision of the Constitution. The 
Constitution forbade the re-election of the President at the end 
of his four-year term. Isolds Napoleon had no desire to retire 
to private life. He believed that if only this article were stricken 
out the immense majority of Frenclimen would re-elect him. 
He demanded that this clause be revised by the Assembly. The 
Assembly refused. Tlie President was balked in his ambition of 
continuing in ])ower by peaceful means. He now showed that 
he was ready to resort to any means to that end. He planned 
and carried out with extraordinary precision and success a re- 
markable coup d’etat. In order to discredit the Assembly with 
the people, he demanded that the law limiting the suff'rage, which 
he himself had strongly urged, be repealed. This was refused, 
the Assembly not wishing to stultify itself so conspicuously, 
|The President, with audacious duplicity, then posed as the 
[guardian of the Constitution, as the representative of the prin- 
ciple of universal suffrage. He believed that the workmen would 
not intervene in behalf of the Assembly if he sliould attack it. 

For a successful coup d’etat secrecy was the absolute pre- 
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requisite, and never was secrecy better guarded. Possessing the 
power of appointment to civil and military positions, the Presi- 
dent filled the more important ones witli creatures of his own, 
who had everything to gain and little to lose from the overthrow 
of the existing system. Such were the Minister of War, wlio 
controlled the army ; the Minister of the Interior, who controlled 
the officials in the departments ; and the Prefect of Police, who 
controlled the police of Paris. 

The 2d of December, 1851, anniversary of the coronation of 
Napoleon I and of the battle of Austerlitz, was chosen as the 
fateful day. During the early morning hours many of the mili- 
tary ancT civil leaders of France, Republican and Monarchist,! 
were arrested in bed and taken to prison. A battalion of in-! 
fantry was sent to occu])y the Legislative Chamber. Placards 
were posted on all the walls of Paris, pretending to explain 
the President’s })urposes. The Assembly was pronounced dis- 
solved, universal suffrage was declared re-established, the people 
wore convoked in their primary assemblies. The President ex- 
plained that he must save the Re])ublic from its enemies, the 
Monarchists and the Anarchists, who put in jeopardy the 
repose of France,” tliat he made the ])eople of France arbiter 
betw^een the Assembly and himself, “ by invoking the solemn judg- 
ment of the only sovereign that I recognize in France, the 
people.” To accomplish the security the nation sorely needed 
after so mucli turmoil, lie proposed the following changes in the 
constitution: the President sliould liold office for ten years; min- 
isters should be solely dependent upon him; there should be a 
council of state to prepare the laws and to discuss them before 
the legislative body ; a legislative body to discuss and vote the 
laws, elected by universal suffrage; another assembly, ‘‘com- 
posed of all the illustrious persons of the country,” to be the 
“ guardian of the fundamental compact,” and of the jmblic 
liberties. “ This system, created by the First Consul at the 
beginning of the century, has already given to France repose and 
prosperity ; it will guarantee them to her again.” The people 
were called upon to approve or disapprove these suggestions. 

The significance of all this w^as at first not apparent to those 
who read tlie placards. Rut signs of opposition began to show 
themselves as their meaning became clearer. Some of the 
deputies, going to their hall of meeting, found entrance pre- 
vented by the military. Withdrawing to another place, and 
proceeding to impeach the President, they were attacked by;. tllQ. 
^oop s, who arrested a large number, and took them off to 
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prison. Thus the leaders of France, civil and military, were 
in custody, and the President saw no organized authority erect 
before him. This was the work of the 2d. Would the people 
resent the high-handed acts of this usurper.?^ 

The President had not neglected to make unprecedented prep- 
arations for this contingency. His police controlled all tlie 
printing establishments, whence usually in periods of crisis emerged 
flaming ajipeals to revolt; also all the bell towers, whence in 
revolutionary times the tocsin was accustomed to ring out the 
appeal to insurrection. Nevertheless, on the 3d, barricades were 
raised. On the 4th occurred the famous “ massacre of the 
boulevards.’’ Over 150 were killed and a large number wounded. 
Paris was cowed. The coup d’etat was crowned with success. 
[To prevent any possible rising of tlie provinces martial law 
^was proclaimed in thirty-two departments, thousands of arbi- 
trary arrests were made, and the work on which the Prince 
President entered on the night of December 2d was thoroughly 
carried out. Probably a hundred thousand arrests were made 
throughout France. All who appeared dangerous to Louis Na- 
poleon were eitlier transported, exiled, or imprisoned. This 
vigorous policy was aimed jiarticularly at the Republicans, who 
. were for years comjiletely silenced. 

Having thus abolished all opposing leadership, Louis Napo- 
leon appealed to the people for their opinion as to intrusting 
him with power to remodel the Constitution along the lines in- 
dicated in his proclamation. On December 20, according to 
the official statement, 7,439,216 voted in favor of so doing, and 
only 646,737 voted in the negative. While the election was in 
jno sense fair, while the issue presented was neither clear nor 
i simple, while force and intimidation mcvo resorted to, yet it was 
evident that a large majority of Frenchmen were willing to try 
again the experiment of a Napoleon. 

The Republic, though officially continuing anotlier year, was 
now dead. Louis Napoleon, though still nominally l^resident, 
was in fact an absolute sovereign. It was a mere detail when a 
..year later (November 21, 1852) the peo[)le of France were 
permitted to vote on the question of re-establishing the im})erial 
dignity, and of proclaiming Louis Napoleon Bonaparte emperor, 
under the name of Napoleon HI. 7,824,189 Frenchmen voted 
yes; 253,145 voted no. On the anniversary of the coup d’etat, 
December 2d, a day so fortunate for Bonapartes, Napoleon III 
was proclaimed Emperor of the French, and the Second Empire 
was established. 
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THE SECOND EMPIRE 

The President, who, by the endless witchery of a name, by a 
y)rofitable absence of scruples, and by favorable circumstances, 
liad known how to become an Emperor, was no mere vulgar ad- 
venturer, but was a man of ideas as well as audacity, of gener- 
osity as well as egoism, of humanitarian aspirations for the 
betterment of tlie world, as well as of a vivid perception of the 
pleasures of personal advancement. His ideas, expounded 
gracefully in writings and in speeches, were largely derived from 
a study of the life of tlie Great Napoleon. Long before he be- 
came President of the Republic he })ublished a book called 
“ Napoleonic Ideas,’’ an a})praisal of the historic significance 
of the First Emperor. It appears from this that Napoleon I 
had two purposes in life. One was the {)reservation of all that 
was valuable in the Revolution, the foundation of the state and 
of society upon a solid enduring basis — which could only be 
accomplished by the exercise of absolute power on the part of 
tlie ruler — and the other was that tliis great end having been 
attained, the preliminary probationary period of despotism would 
give way, and the edifice would then be crowned with liberty,” 
which it were unsafe earlier to bestow — that through the train- 
ing received from an active and intelligent despot France would 
be fitted to enter upon the life of freedom, which ap])ears to be 
the goal as well as tlie dream of modern times. 

That the latter part of Napoleon’s plans, the bestowal of free 
institutions upon L'rance, had not been achieved, was, in his 
nephew’s opinion, no fault of his, but of those ignorant and re- 
. actionary nations which had waged war upon him, had defeated 
him at Waterloo, and had thus cut right athwart his beneficent 
activity. However inaccurate a judgment this may have been, 
it was of importance, as it furnished the new ruler with a pro- 
gramme. He declared his desire to finish the work his uncle 
had been forced to leave unfinished, to restore order, so sadly 
compromised by the unstable, feverish regimes since 1815 — and 
this he could only do, he held, by exercising autocratic power — 
and then to cap tlie structure with liberty in all its plenitude. 
^The history of the Second Empire falls into these two divisions' 
— autocracy unlimited from 1852 to 1860, and a growing 
liberalism from 1860 to 1870, when the Empire collapsed, its 
programme w^oefully unrealized. 

The political institutions of the early Empire merit descrip- 
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tion. They were adopted largely from the Consulate. Tlie 
machinery was elaborate, and mainly valuable for purposes of 
deception. Tlic principle of universal suffrage, proclaimed by 
the Republic of 1848, was preserved, was indeed in theory made 
the basis of the whole imperial regime, but was ingeniously 
-rendered quite innocuous to the autocrat. There was a Legis- 
lative Body of 251 members elected every six years by universal^ 
suffrage. But most modest was to be the role of this assembly. 
It was to be no real parliament, sucli as liad existed under 
Louis XVIII, Charles X, Louis Philippe, and the late Republic. 
It could not even elect its own president, who was appointed, asi 
were the vice-presidents, by the Emperor. It could not propose 
legislation. All bills were laid before it by the Emperor. It 
could not question the ministers, or by adverse votes overthrow^ 
them, as they were apj)ointod by the Emj^eror and were respon- 
sible to him alone. Its sessions were public, but might be made 
secret upon the request of five members. Thus when discussion 
became exciting it could be prevented from becoming noised 
abroad that there was disvsension within the state; indeed, no 
reports of these debates might be published by the newspapers,' 
save an official minute, dry, analytical, concise, drawn up by the 
presiding officer, himself, as has been said, an appointee of the 
Emperor. Political eloquence was the evil spirit carefully to be 
exorcised. No more speeches of a Lamartine, inflaming and 
shaping outside opinion. Parliament was absolutely insulated 
from the public. Even the subjects of legislation on which it 
Imight express approval or disapproval were carefully limited, 
a large legislative power belonging to the Emperor alone. It^ 
did not even control taxation. Though it voted the budget each 
year, the Emperor had the right during its recesses to contract, 
extraordinary loans, which, of course, meant that he virtually 
^possessed the vital power of taxation. This was really the old 
regime back again. 

There was also a Senate, composed of the Emperor’s ap- 
pointees — marshals, admirals, cardinals, and otliers, irremovable, 
serving for life. This body had no legislative power, no executive 
power, no judicial power. It was declared “ the guardian of 
the fundamental law”; that is, the Constitution. All laws must^ 
be submitted to it, not for discussion and possible amendment, 
but that it might oppose their promulgation if it found them 
opposed to the Constitution. It was to interpret doubtful or 
obscure phrases of the Constitution; it might propose amend- 
ments, senutus consulta^ which would become definite when 
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sanctioned by the Emperor. Its powers were nominally exten- 
sive, purposely vague, and might easily become entirely inopera- 
tive. The Senate, as a matter of fact, was the mere tool of 
the Emperor. 

Tliere was also a. Council of State, appointed by the Emperor 
and removable by him, with power to frame laws to be submitted 
by the ministers to the I.egislative Body, but with no power' 
of legislating. 

In the midst of these numerous wheels stood tlie master mechani- 
cian, the Emperor, Napoleon III. His attributes were real and 
sweeping in their range. He liad the command of the army and 
tlie navy, decided U})on war and peace, could alone conclude 
treaties of peace, of commerce, of ])olitical alliance. He was 
N*the fountain of justice, possessing the full power of pardon. 
He ayipointed to all imjiortant offices. The ministers were 
» absolutely dependent on him. He apjiointed the Council of 
State, the Senate, the High Court, and, as we have seen, could 
largely maniyiulate the Legislative Body, which, moreover, he 
V alone could convene, adjourn, and dissolve. He alone had the 
riglit to propose laws; the Council of State worked them out in 
detail, and the Legislative Body approved ; after that he, as if 
vhis power were not already sufficient, could sanction and promul- 
gate tliern. Having dissolved the legislature, he need not call 
another for six months. 

Jn short, the Emperor was the state. All this machinery did 
not disguise, but rather accentuated his autocracy. The impor- 
tant fact for several years was not the activity of these various 
bodies, but of the one man. parliamentary institutions, until 
1860 , were little else than a sounding-board for the wishes of 
’the monarch. 

It is true tliat France had a Legislative Body, which was, 
however, thoroughly bottled up, as we have seen. This body 
was elected by universal suffrage, but the elections were controlled 
in various ways by the Government. It ])roposed in every district 
an official candidate, whom it forced all office-holders to support 
actively. It hampered in numerous and ingenious ways indepen- 
dent candidates. All meetings for campaign purposes were 
prohibited as ‘‘ prejudicial to the free exercise of the suffrage.” 
The press, so essential an aid in any free political life, was 
thoroughly Shackled, so that practically only those newspapers 
favorable to the Government could flourish. No new journal 
might be established without the preliminary permission of the 
Government. Every change of editor or manager must likewise 
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be officially approved. Also, as a guarantee for good behavior, 
a deposit must be made, proportioned to the im})ortance of the 
place of publication, wliich might be as high as 50,000 francs 
for Paris, as high as 15,000 for the departments. A system of 
warnings was developed, wliereby, after two warnings that articles 
had appeared disagreeable to the Government, the publication 
miglit be indefinitely suspended. New press misdemeanors were 
created. To describe tlie sessions of the Legislative Body other 
than by the publication of the official minutes was one of these. 
To publisli false news another. Press cases were taken fronr 
juries, which showed a tendency to be just, and handed over to 
special courts which liad tlie right to act summarily, 
p" Under this system political life was completely stamped out, 
[intellectual independence well-nigh extinguished. Repression was 
all-powerful and endlessly pervasive. France was no longer a 
land of freedom. For several years she breathed a jnephitic 
atmosphere of intellectual humiliation and effacernent. i \ 

In return for all this Napoleon sought to entertain ancl divert 
and enrich France. His government was “ both repressive and 
progressive — repressive of whatever imj)eriled his power, ])ro- 
^W^klveTir^ to whatever might adorn and strengthen it.” ^ 
IjMarrying at this time a young Spanisli woman of twenty-six 
I Years, of remarkable beauty and of noble birth, Mile. Eugenic de 
'.Monti jo, a marriage of love,” as he told the French people, the 
Tuileries immediately became the center of a court life ])robably 
the most brilliant and luxurious of the nineteenth century. Fete 
-followed fete in swift succession. Life could not be more lavish or 
more gay. Sum})tuous and sliowy, the balls, dinners, military 
parades, illuminations; were, it was given out, not mere self-in- 
dulgence for the favored few, but were of advantage to all France.’ 
Did they not encourage business and trade A shower of gold 
wherever it fell was considered highly fructifying. Some criti- 
cized, asking if it was worth while to overthrow ])arliament in 
order to put an orchestra in its place, but, in the main, joy was 
unconfined ; and bourgeois society paid court society the genuine 
compliment of imitation. 

But pleasure did not engross the attention of the new sovereign. 
His reign was distinguished by a spirit of great enterprise, kindly 
feeling for the masses, good works of benefit to the different 
classes of soci(dy. Emperor was no incorrigible conserva- 

tive like ]\^e^ternich, but a very modern man, anxious that his 
reign should memorable for works of utility, of improvemenL 
T Gorce, llistoire da Second Empire, II, 3. 
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He had a genuine love for humanity, a sincere desire to help 
vthose who were heavy laden. He founded hospitals and asylums 
freely, and relief societies of various kinds for the poor. The 
vfree distribution of medicines was provided for. In 1864 lahoji- 
QTs were given for the first time in tVencli liistory the right to 
strike^ which has proved a most important weapon in their hands 
vfor the betterment of their conditions. Banks were organized 
from which landed proprietors, both great and small, might 
obtain loans on easy terms to enable them to carry on improve- 
ments in agriculture. The railways, denounced by Thiers as 

tlie costly luxury of the rich,” toys for the Parisians,” were 
extended in a few years from a mileage of 2,000 to one of 6,000. 
wSteainboat lines were established to enlarge the markets of 
^Prance by transatlantic commerce. Canals were begun. For 
the Phnperor was distinctly a man of his age, responsive to new 
ideas, and sincerely enthusiastic in promoting all the progress in 
the arts and trades which the marvelous discoveries of modern 
science rendered possible. No class of the population was 
ignored in these schemes. In Napoleon’s opinion, preceding 
governments had failed precisely because they had considered 
onl}^ a class — the Legitimist monarchy only the aristocracy, 
the Orleanist monarchy only the rich bourgeoisie. The Empire, 
he said, stood for no class, but for the nation in all its entirety. 
^ great international exposition was held in Paris in 1855, 
bringing thousands of visitors to Paris, and giving a distinct 
impulsion to material progress by its im})ressive revelation of 
tlie wealth of the tools at man’s disposal. 

A grandiose scheme for the modernization and beautification 
of Paris was })rojected, which, carried out by Baron Haussmann, 
made it the most attractive and comfortable capital in Europe. 
This transformation of tlie capital, indeed, was one of the prin- 
cipal undertakings of the Second Empire, an undertaking in 
process of execution during the entire course of the reign. 

All these enterprises greatly stimulated commerce, ^n ..era^ 
of unwonted speculation now set in. The Stock Exchange 
riSected vividly the buoyancy and daring of the period. For- 
tunes were made quickly, and of a size hitherto unknown in 
France. Thus, in an air of general prosperity, of economic 
expansion, of multifarious activity, men forgot their loss of 
liberty, and even the great famines, great floods, and important 
business failures w^hicli occurred during this period did not pro- 
duce the usual unrest. They were regarded as merely the reverse 
of what was, in the main, a most attractive picture. 
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In^l856 Napoleon III was at tlie zenith of his powder. The 
Empire had been recognized by all the other states of Europe, 
The Emperor had, with England and Piedmont as allies, waged 
a successful war against Russia in the Crimea/ He was sup- 
posed to have the best arm^y in Europe, and he was honored in 
the face of all the world by having Paris chosen as the seat of 
the congress which drew up the treaties at the end of that war. 
And now an licir was born to him, the Prince Imperial, as interest- 
ing to his day and as ill-fated as the King of Rome liad been in 
his. Fortune seemed to have emptied her full horn of plenty 
upon the autlior of the coup d’etat. 

Rut the Empire had already reached its apogee, though this 
was not evident for some time. The Emperor’s policy had thus 
far been dominated by a very clear perception of self-interest. 
Now it was to cliange, become less precise, bolder, and more 
uncertain, calculated to arouse criticism and to create a lack of 
confidence, a general sense of insecurity. In preparing France 
for the Empire while yet he was the dictatorial President of 
1852, Napoleon had taken special care to reassure her on one 
point. As the First Em})ire had been a period of unexampled 
war, would not the Second be the same? In a speech at 
Bordeaux, wliich became famous, Napoleon had with great 
deliberation treated this subject. Nevertheless,” said he, 
‘‘ there is a fear to which I ought to reply. In a spirit of dis- 
trust certain people say: the Empire is war. But I say: the 
Empire is peace. I confess, however, that I, like the Emperor, 
have many conquests to make. I wish, like him, to win and to 
reconcile the hostile parties,” and to achieve economic and moral 
victories of various kinds. . . . Such are the conquests 
that I contemplate, and all of you who surround me, who desire, 
like myself, the welfare of the fatherland, you are my soldiers.” 
To the latter sort of conquests the Emperor gave himself, as we 
have seen, with energy and success. But the other part of his 
promise he did not adhere to. Wars were frequent in his reign, 
wars not forced upon him but created by him, wars disastrous 
to himself and to his dynasty, as the more famous ones of the 
First Empire had been to the First Napoleon. 

” The policy of the Empire at home after 1860 was determined 
by the policy abroad. This was determined by the Emperor, 
who had uncontrolled rights of making war, which rights he 
unwisely used. The beginning of his serious troubles was his 
participation in the Italian war of 1859. 

I See Chapter XXXI. 
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To understand the course of the Second Empire from 1860 to 
1870 one must study the part played by Napoleon III. in the 
making of modern Italy, the consequences of which were to be 
for him so unexpected, so far-reaching, and in the end so 
disastrous. And correctly to appraise that policy we must first 
trace the history of the rise of the Kingdom of Italy. 



CHAPTER XI 


CAVOtJR AND THE CREATION OE THE KINGDOM 

OF ITALY 

CAVOUR AND NAPOLEON III 

With the failure of tlie revolutions of 1848-9 Italy returned 
to her former condition, of division into small states, arbitrary 
government, and domination by Austria. The punishment of 
Liberals was general, and at times savage, particularly in Lom- 
bardy-Venetia and in Na])les. In the latter case the proceedings 
were so iniquitous that Gladstone, in a flaming pamphlet, de- 
nounced the Neapolitan government as the very negation of God 
erected into a system. After the Pope’s return to Rome, his 
government was guilty of such misdeeds that its sup])orter, Louis 
Napoleon, protested, though in vain. In Tuscany the govern- 
ment was characterized by severity, in Lombardy and Venetia 
by long-continued persecutions. Constitutions that liad been 
jgranted were generally revoked. One state in the peninsula 
formed a brilliant exception to this sorry system of reaction — 
J iedni ont. Though badly defeated on the battlefield at Custozza 
m 1848, and at Novara in 1849, it had gained an important 
moral victory. An Italian prince had risked his throne twice 
for the cause of Italian independence, conduct which for multi- 
tudes of Italians marked the House of Savoy as the leader of 
the future. Moreover, the king who had done this, Charles 
Albert, had also granted his people a constitution. He had abdi- 
cated after the battle of Novara, and his son, Victor Emmanuel 
JI, then twenty-nine years of age, had come to the throne. 

/ Austria offered Victor Emmanuel easy terms of peace if he 
, would abrogate this constitution, and pros])ccts of aggrandize- 
ment were dangled before him. He absolutely refused. This 
was a turning point in his career, in tlie history of Piedmont, 
'and in that of Italy. It won him the popular title of -the HobcsL. 
King. It made Piedmont the one hope of Italian Lfoerals. She 
was national and constitutional. Henceforth her leadership was 
assured. For the next ten years her history is the history of 
the making of the Kingdom of Italy. Thither Liberals who were 
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driven out of the other states took refuge, and tlieir number was 
large. 

Victor Emmanuel was a brave soldier, a man, not of brilliant 
mind, but of sound and independent judgment, of absolute loyalty 
to his word, of intense patriotism. And he had from 1850 on, 
in his leading minister, yC oun t Ca m illo di Cavou^^one of the 
greatest statesmen and diplomatists of the nineteenth century. 

Cavour was born in 1810. His family belonged to the nobility? 
of Piedmont. He received a military education and joined thel 
army as an engineer. But by his liberal o])inions, freely ex-' 
])ressed, he incurred the hostility of his superiors and was kept , 
for a time in semi-imprisonment. He resigned liis commission in ^ 
1801, and for the next fifteen years lived the life of a country 
gentleman, developing liis estates. By studying the new scientific 
jirocesses of agriculture, by introducing and inducing others to 
introduce machinery, by ex])erimenting with canal irrigation and 
artificial fertilizers, Jie was largely instrumental in revolution- 
izing farming in Piedmont. During tliese years, to vary the 
monotony of existence, lie visited France and England repeatedly, 
interested particularly in political and economic questions. He , 
was anxious to play a part in jiolitics himself, though he saw 
no chance in a country as yet without representative institu- 
tions. ‘^Oh! if I were an Englishman,” he said, ‘‘by this time 
I sliould be something, and my name would not be wholly un- 
known.” Meanwhile, he studied abroad tlie institutions he de-j 
sired for his own country, particularly the English parliamentary! 
system. Night after night he sat in the gallery of the Hoiisel 
of Commons, seeking to make himself thoroughly familar with 
its modes of jirocedure. (favour’s mind was the opposite 
’ Mazzini’s, practical, positive, not poetical and speculative. Hq; 
wrote on social and economic questions. Particularly did he 
advocate the building of railroads as tending effectively to pro- 
mote the moral unity of Italy, which must precede political unity. 
They would sweep away local jealousies and bind the Italians 
of different sections together commercially. Rome ought to be 
the center of the system, which should unite the whole peninsula. 
In all these plans for the material enrichment of Piedmont and 
of Italy, he was dominated by the patriotic consideration that 
they would contribute to the achievement of independence and 
unity. In 1^47, when the censorship of the press was abolished 
in Piedmont, Cavour saw that his opportunity had come, left 
his retirement, and founded a liberal newspaper called /Z 
^mento. Its aims were “ independence, union between the princes 
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and people, and reforms.” He welcomed with enthusiasm the 
creation in 1848 of a parliament for Piedmont and of a consti- 
tution, which he had, indeed, been one of the boldest to demand. 

Italy,” he said, must make herself by means of liberty, or we 
must give up trying to make her.” This belief in parliamentary 
institutions Cavour held tenaciously all through his life, even 
when at times they seemed to be a hindrance to his policies. He 
believed that in the end, sooner or later, the people reach the 
itruth of a matter. He was elected to the first Piedmontese Parlia- 
fment, was taken into tlie cabinet in 1850, and became priiBLe 
^minister in 1852, He held this position for the remainder of his 
life, with the exception of a few months, proving liimself a great 
statesman and an incomparable diplomat. 

Cavour had said in 1850, with an optimism and a courage 
not daunted by the disastrous defeats of Custozza and Novara, 
that if Piedmont would “ gather to itself all the living forces in 
Italy it would be in a position to lead our mother country to 
those high destinies whereunto she is called.” To accomplish 
jfhis, he now said, Piedmont must begin by raising herself, by 
re-establishing in Europe as well as in Italy a position and a 
Credit equal to her ambition.” He threw himself with enthusiasm 
and intelligence into his preliminary work of making Piedmont, 
a* small and poor country, strong, vigorous, modern, of calling 
"attention of the great powers to this little state beneath the 
Alps, To accomplish this the army must be reorganized and 
iiptrengthened, the fleet built up, fortifications erected. This 
would involve immense expenditure. But Piedmont’s debt had 
been grcatlj^ increased by tlie late war. The interest on it had 
mounted from about two million lire in 1847 to thirty million in 
1852. were large annual deficits; bankruptcy appeared* 

i)jimi]pii?nt. Economy rather than expenditure seemed imperative. 
^Not so thoughl: Cavour. He believed in spending freely on im- 
brovements, because they were necessary, and because in the end 
larger revenues would result. He urged large appropriations 
hot only for the army, but for public works. He encouragedi 
ritgriculture, completed the railway system of Piedmont, stimu-' 

' lated commerce and industry by treaties of commerce with other 
states, secularized some of the monastic lands, levied new taxes, 
all this, of course, by securing the necessary laws from Parlia- 
ment, The result of all this activity was that Piedmont entered' 
upon a period of rapid growth in material prosperity, and the 
new burdens were as easily borne as the old had been. Cavour 
was thus able to create a large and well-equipped army of ninety 
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thousand men, remarkable for a state whose population was only 
fiveTniffiom And this facilitated his next object, which was to 
secure for Piedmont an ally among the great powers, for this 
he considered absolutely necessary if she were to accomplish her 
high mission. Cavour believed, as did all true patriots, that 
Austria must be driven out of Italy before any Italian regenera- 
tion could be achieved. But he did not believe with Mazzini and 
others that the Italians could accomplish this feat alone. In 
his opinion tlic history of the last forty years had shown that 
plots and insurrections would not avail. It was essential to win"' 
the aid of a great military power comparable in strength and 
discipline to Austria. This explains why he urged that Piedmont 
participate in the (h’imean War. 

The Crimean War was fought in 18r54< and 1855 by France 
and England against Russia, to prevent the latter power from 
dismembering .tlic Turkish Phnpire. There seemed to be no 
reason for a small and struggling state like Piedmont to inter- 
fere. It had no serious quarrel with Russia. Tlie preservation 
or dismemberment of Turkey w^as for it a matter of only remote 
concern. Yet Cavour, looking beyond tlie immediate question, 
believed that Piedmont’s and Italy’s interests would be subserved^ 
by an alliance offensive and defensive wdth the two western powers? 
against Russia. For he believed that thus Piedmont would win 
the good wdll of her two allies, and might take her place as am 
equal at tl\e council board of European diplomacy. Such 
position this state, petty and poor, in coin})arison with France 
and England and Austria and Russia, with barely five millions 
of people, had hitherto not held. Among the powers ” she 
was practically unrecognized. For reasons, then, quite remote 
from the real question at issue, and reasons, therefore, which 
Cavour could not publicly give, he wished to use this opportunity. 
His plan was bitterly denounced and generally condemned. It 
was said that the quarrel was none of Piedmont’s, that by send- 
ing her army to the Crimea she would be exposing her own 
frontiers, that her finances would be ruined by this additional 
strain, that she should husband her money and her men for her 
own struggle, which must ultimately come wdth Austria, Her 
resources would be none too great at best. Cavour himself called 
the risks of the venture “ enormous.” 

But he succeeded in carrying it through. . Seventeen thou- 
sand Sardinians were sent to the Crimea, where they proved 
excdlent soldiers and won distinctionr But Cavour was noil 
aiming primarily at military glory, but at moral and diplomatic 
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victories. Piedmont had entered the alliance unconditionally. 
She was not promised that, participating in the war, slie would 
be permitted to participate in the making of the peace, and when 
the Congress of Paris was called in 1856 Cavour started out 
not knowing wlicther he would be admitted to it owing to Aus- 
tria’s opposition. He was going to Paris, he said, in order “ to 
sniff the air.” But a few days after his arrival he was informed 
that he would be received. The two great powers could not well 
consent to the ignoring of their ally. Cavour had won the 
interest of Napoleon III, who in 1855 liad asked him, What 
^in be done for Italy? ” Cavour liad replied by a memorandum. 
INow in Paris, after the treaty had been made, Napoleon caused 
[the question of Italy — a question foreign to the purpose of the 
^Congress — to be brouglit before it. Tliis was Cavour’s chance. 
;^^he Italian situation was to be discussed in a congress in wliich 
‘Austria sat. Clarendon, representing England, indignantly de- 
TTounced the Papal Government as a disgrace to Europe,” and 
Ferdinand’s misrule in Naples as crying for the intervention 
of the civilized world. This sj)eech created an extraordinary 
sensation. Moreover, by bringing the Italian question forward, 
it furnished Cavour an opportunity to speak. His speech was 
brief, cautious, and bold. The main cause of the evils from 
wdiich Italy suffered was Austria, he declared. ‘^jVustria is the 
arch-enemy of Italian independence; the j)ermanent danger toj 
the only free nation in Italy, the nation which I have the honor' 
to represent.” 

- Cavour returned from Paris with no material advantage 
gained, but his moral victory was complete. Piedmont had 
participated in a council of the great [)()wers. Austria liad 
been indicted publicly in a great international congress. So' 
had the Pope, and so had the King of Naples. Piedmont had 
again sliown that she was the champion of all Italy. Many who, 
influenced by Mazzini, had hitherto believed that Italy’s salva- 
tion lay in a republic, began to change their opinion, and to 
entertain an increasing confidence in the patriotism and states- 
manship and military })ower of the Piedmontese monarchy. 
Cavour had gained for liiinself a great reputation as a diplo- 
Wiatist. Prince Metternich, now in retirement, and a connoisseur 
in such matters, is said to have remarked: ‘‘There is only one 
diplomatist in Europe, but unfortunately ho is against us; it 
is M. de Cavour.” Cavour was now one of the commanding 
personalities of Eurojie. His position in his own country was 
more solid than ever. 
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After the Congress of Paris Piedmont proceeded still further' 
^to make herself the model state of Italy. I^aws were passe<l 
strengthening the army. Industry ex])anded under wise Icgis- 
Jation. Education was stimulated, and the NationaJi Society 
was _Qr^ani^,C^d to encourage the grpwtli in the otheT^ates of 
Italy of a sentiment in favor of Piedmont. The motto of this 
society was; ^‘Independence and Unity; out with the Austrians 
and the Pope.” The subjects of other states were to be won from 
dieir loyalty to their own princes to lo 3 ^alty to IMedmont. A 
/revolution in o})inion and sentiment was to be effected that later a 
])olitical revolution might be easier. This society was successful. 
Many, like, J VXaJuiu, who had hitlierto been Republicans, renounced 
Iheir republicanism and declared themselves willing under certain 
conditions to follow Piedmont. “ Make Italv,” wrote Manin, 
“and we are with you; if not, not.” The National Society 
spread rapidly tlirouglioiit the other states. Bv it Liberals 
everywhere were drawn together under tlie banner of tlie House 
of Savoy, and a state of mind was created favorable to the 
overthrow of the petty princes and the exaltation of Piedmont. 

Cavour had returned from Paris hoping that France might 
sliortly be induced to aid Piedmont. The Emperor had in 1855 
asked what he could do for Italys and Cavour had responded 
with all explicitness. Suddenlv all hope of this consummation 
seemed dashed to the ground by a murderous xvttempt upon the 
life of Napoleon by certain Italians, led bv Orsini (January 14, 
1858). This, however, did not deflect Na])oleon from the alliance 
witli Sardinia toward which he had been tending for some time. 
The motives that intliienced liini to take the step momentous for* 
Inmself as well as for Italy were numerous. The principle of 
nationality which he lield tenaciously, and which largely deter- 
mined the foreign policy of his entire reign, prompted him in^^ 
this direction — the principle, namely, that peoples of the same 
race and language had the right to be united politically. He 
sought, as we shall see, to further this princijde in several cases, 
with results very disastrous to himself and to France. 

F\irther, Napoleon had long been interested in Ital 3 ^ He 
liad himself taken part in tlie revolutionary movements there 
in 1881, and had probably been a member of the Carbonari. 
Moreover, it was one of his ambitions to tear up the treaties 
of 1815, treaties that sealed the liumiliation of the Napoleonic 
dynasty. These treaties still formed the basis of the Italian 
political system in 1858. Again, he was probably lured on 
by a desire to win glory for his throne, and there was always 
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the chance, too, of gaining territory. ] ^ar, also, may have 
influenced liiin. Orsini had not been the first IValian who had 
tried to assassinate the Emperor; he might not be the last, if 
he should do nothing for Italy. 

At any rate, the Emperor decided to draw closer to Piedmont. 
Hardly six montlis after Orsini’s attempt, he invited Cavour to 
meet him at Plombieres, a watering place in the Vosges moun- 
tains. The meeting, which occurred July 21, 1858, was shrouded 
in utmost mystery. Only four persons in Piedmont knew of it, 
including Victor Emmanuel and La Marmora. The ministers of 
Na})oleon were kept in ignorance of it. The Emperor, always 
a dreamer and conspirator, was now closeted with a conspirator 
(far more skilful than himself. The Jmteryi^^^^ Plombieres is 
lone of the most famous in the liistory of the century. Tliere 
Vere long conversations, a memorable description of which was 
contained in a letter which Cavour immediately sent to Victor 
Emmanuel and which constitutes our chief source of information 
concerning the intrigues of two unscrupulous men conspiring 
for different reasons to bring about a war.^ No written agree- 
iXient or treaty of alliance was made, but it *was agreed verbally 
that France and Piedmont should go to war with Austria, but 
only upon some pretext which could be justified before Europe, 
and which would make it appear that the two powers were not 
bent upon revolution, but that they were merely repelling Aus- 
, ti^ian aggression. A rising in Massa and Carrara was to serve 
the pretext. If Austria should begin war against Piedmont, 
France would come to the latter’s assistance, and if the allies 
were victorious Italy should be reconstituted as follows : Lom- 
bardy and Venetia should be added to Piedmont, as should also 
the duchies and parts of the Papal States, the Romagna and the 
Legations. Austria would thus be completely expelled from 
the peninsula, and Victor Emmanuel would rule over a kingdom 
of Northern Italy. The rest of the Papal States, with the ex- 
ception of Rome and a region round about, should be added 
to Tuscany, which would thus form a kingdom of Central Italy. 
These two kingdoms and that of Naples and the Papal States 
should then be united into an Italian Confederation under the 
presidency of the Pope who might consequently feel compensated 
for the loss of most of his possessions. In return for her aid 
Prance was to receive Savoy and possibly Nice. The Emperor 
urged a marriage between his cousin Prince Napoleon and the 
daughter of Victor Emmanuel. No definite agreement was then 
1 Chiala, Lettere eclite ed inedite di Camillo Cavour, II, 668 seq, 2ncl edit. 
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made. Prince Napoleon was a debauchee of forty-three. Princess 
Clotildc was a young girl of sixteen. Ultimately this sacrifice 
was made — so^ revolting^ ^ Victor Emmanuel and the Pied- 
montese. Eai7y in Deccmber“T858“ these verbaT agreements were 
put into writing, though not, it would seem, although the matter 
is most obscure. Into a binding treaty. 

Though Cavour had apparently acliieved the dream of his, 
life, an alliance with a great military power, his position during 
the next few months, between the meeting at Plombieres, July,. 
1858, and the final declaration of w^ar, April 1859, was one of 
extraordinary difficulty. He had invoked a powerfiiT spirits 
CoulcT he control it, or would he become the mere sport of it.W 
Might not Nay)olcon, notably of a changeable Tnind,'^^fl!hange it^f* 
now at the critical time, leaving Piedmont higli and dry, at the 
mercy of her powerful neighbor, Austria, leaving Cavour and alH* 
his policy a wreck? »*«Migl it not tlie other powers, getting wind’ 
of the conspiracy, step in to prevent war, the necessity of which 
was the very basis of Cavour’s policy for the creation of modern 
Italy, as it was of Bismarck’s policy later for the creation of 
modern Germany? •If tlic war should come and Napoleon should 
be faithful to his engagements, might not the greatest danger 
lie right there? -Might not a victorious Napoleon in Italy do 
what a victorious Napoleon had done in Italy before, use his 
opportunity for his own advantage and not for that of the 
Italians, whom he ostensibly came to succor? Cavour did not 
wish to play a game for Napoleon. The risk at any rate must 
be run. 

It had been stipulated by Napoleon that he would support 
Piedmont in a war witli Austria if Austria appeared as the 
aggressor. Cavour’s policy therefore for tlie next months was 
to provoke Austria to this end. It w^as a ])criod of great tension 
for the Piedmontese minister, in which he displayed extraordinary 
resourcefulness, coolness, craft, unscrupulousness. wove ^ 

ceaselessly a marvelous web of tortuous intrigue. Now Napo- 
leon seemed about to withdraw; now a congress of the powers 
to cut clean through the projects of these conspirators. Into the 
interesting details of these machinations we cannot go. In the 
end they were successful, and Austria was goaded by Cavour’s 
conduct to take the fatal step. >^he dem anded that Pi edmon t 
disarrn witWn three day^,* otherwise war wouTcTLe declared.. War 
was precisely the thing Cavour wanted, and for which he had for 
months been ceaselessly working. He had contrived to ,make 
Austria appear the aggressor and now the case had arisen for 
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which Napoleon had promised liis aid. Piedmont refused the 
Austrian ultimatum, and at the end of April 1859 war began. 
The public o})inion of other nations blamed Austria and ex- 
onerated Piedmont, most unjustlv, for tin's war was Cavour’s, 
desired by him and brought about by him with extraordinary 
shill. That he had succeeded in throwing the whole responsibility 
for it on his enemy was only further evidence of the cunning of 
his fine Italian hand. 

The Austro-Sardinian War lasted only about two months. 
The Austrian armies were large but incompetently led. They 
wasted the time before tlie arrival of the Prencli troops when 
Piedmont was at their mercy. When the Trench arrived, the 
Emperor at their head, active figliting began. Tlie theater of 
war was limited to liombardy. Tlie b attles of Magenta ( June A).^ 
and of Solferino (June 24) were victories for the Allies. The 
Jatter was one of the greatest battles of tlie nineteenth century. 
It lasted eleven hours, more than 2f>(),{)()0 men were engaged, 
nearly 800 cannon. The Allies lost over 17,000 men, the Aus- 
trians about 22,000. All Lombardy was conquered, and Milan 
was occupied. It seemed that Venetia could be easily overrun 
and the termination of Austrian rule in Italy effected, and 
Napoleon’s statement that he would free Italy from the Alps 
to the Adriatic ” accomplished. Suddenly Napoleon halted hi 
the full tide of success, sought an interview with the Emperor 
, of Austria at Villafranca, and there on July 11th, wihhout con- 
sulting the wishes of his ally, concluded a famous armistice. 
The terms agreed upon by the two Em])erors were: (1) The 
» creation of an Italian Confederation under tlie honorary ])resi- 
fdency of the Pope. (2) The cession to France, and the transfer 
I by France to Sardinia, of the province of Lombardy. (3) The 
J inclusion of Venetia in the Italian Confederation, as a ])rovince, 
Hiowever, under the Crown of Austria. (4) Tlie restoration of 
^the Grand Duke of Tuscany and the Duke of Modena to their 
^respective states, whence they had just been driven by popular 
I uprisings. 

The considerations that determined Napoleon to stop in the 
middle of a successful campaign, and before he had attained the 
object for which he had come inlo Italy, were many and serious. 
^While victorious on five battlefields he had no reason to feel 
elated. Magenta and Solferino had been victories, ^but he saw 
that the}'^ might easily have been defeats. He had conquered 
Lombardy, but Austria had 150,QQi).me n in Veneti a, and 100,000 
more were advancing to join them. AustriaV1tr^ps"'wo^^ 
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outnumber liis. Moreover Austria would now plant lierself firmly 
in the famous Quadrilateral, whose fortressses could only be 
taken, if at all, after long and difficult sieges. Furthermore, 
the control jrf. events was .plainly slipping from him. Tlie effect 
of tluTTiedmontesc propaganda in the other states of Italy was 
already becoming apparent. During the war the Romagna had 
thrown off* its allegiance to the Pope, the authority of the rulers 
of Modena and Parma had been renounced by their rebellious 
subjects, and all three — the Romagna, the two duchies, and 
Tuscany also, were clamoring for annexation to Piedmont. If 
the war should continue the other Italians might show the same 
determination and Napoleon might find that, instead of an en- 
larged kingdom of Piedmont, a kingdom of all Italy had been 
created, and many, of the leading men in F'rance were denouncing 
dangerous to France this possible creation of a power- 
ful state on her southeastern bordei-. The French Catholics were 
opposed to the continuation of a war so full of menace to the 
Pope. Moreover, Prussia was mobilizing her troops on the 
Rliine and was contemplating intervention, and France was in 
no condition to fight Austria and Prussia combined. Also, the 
Fhnperor had been touclied by the horrors of the battlefield. 

The poor pco])le, the poor people, wliat a horrible thing is 
war,” he was heard to say more than once at Solfcrino. 

Austria was eager for peace. Her army was badly led. She 
was involved in trouble with Hungary. She did not relish being 
saved by Prussia, for Prussia might then seize her leadership in* 
(Termany. Francis Joseph, too, like Napoleon, was horrified 
by war. “ Better lose a province,” he said after Solferino, ‘‘ than! 
be })resent again at so awful a s})ectacle.” Thus both rulers| 
were willing to come to terms. 

The news of the armistice came as a cruel disap})ointment to 
the Italians, dashing their hopes just as they were apparently- 
about to be realized. ^kc-Xiavi^irinJUcnt of Victor Emmanuel h^j:l 
not even been consulted. In intense indignation at tlic faith- 
Icssness of Napoleon, overwrought by the excessive strain under 
whicli he had long been laboring, Cavour completely lost his 
self-control, urged desperate measures upon the King, and, when 
tlmy^^W.ere declined, in a fit of rage, threw up his office. Thei 
King by overruling Cavour showed himself wiser than his gifted^ 
minister, ^s disappointed as the latter, he saw' more clearly 
than did Cavour that though Piedmont had not gained all that 
she had hoped to, yet she had gained much. It was wiser to 
take what one could get and bide the future than to imperil all 
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by some mad course. Here was one of the great moments where 

F ^he independence and comiiuwi -i^nse-of Vinter Emmanuel were of 
reaFand enduring service to his country, 

Napoleon had not done all tliat lie had planned for Italy, 
yet he had rendered a very important service. He had secured 
Lombardy for Piedmont. It sliould also be noted that he him- 
self acknowledged that the failure to carry out the whole pro- 
gramme had cancelled any claim he had upon the annexation of 
Savoy and Nice to France. 

ANNEXATIONS AFTER VILLAFRANCA 

Thus by the preliminaries of Villafranca, embodied later in 
the^ Peace of Zurich, November 10, 1859, the Emperor of the 
French and* the' Emperor of Austria put an end to the process 
of Italian unification shortly after it had begun. Piedmont had 
grown by tlie addition of Lombardy and that was all. Austria 
was still an Italian power, and by the terms agreed upon was to 
be a member of the projected Italian Confederation. That she 
could use that position to continue her leadership in Italy was 
proved by her success in using the German Confederation for 
purposes of leadership in Germany. The Pope was still a tem- 
poral ruler and liis power indeed was to be augmented by the 
presidency of the Confederation. Thus the Austrian Emperor 
and the Pope stood in the way of Italian aspirations as before. 
No wonder tliat Cavour said, tliough incorrectly, that all the 
efforts Piedmont had made during the past ten years liad gone 
for nought. But the Peace of Zurich was destined never to be 
carried out save in the one respect that T.ombardy was added to 
Piedmont. Victor Emmanuel saw what Cavour failed to see, that • 
the chapter was not closed but that it might be carried further, 
that central Italy at least might be drawn into the enlarged king- 
dom of Piedmont. 

The situation in central Italy was this : during the war the 
rulers of Modena, Parma, Tuscany, liad been overthrown, and^ 
the Pope’s authority in Romagna, the nortliern part of his 
dominions, had been destroyed. Assemblies called in those states v 
by revolutionary leaders voted, in August 1859, in favor of an- 
nexation to Piedmont. Thus the provinces of central Italy 
hurled defiance at the two Emperors who had decided at Villa- 
franca that the rulers of those countries should be restored. 
Piedmont declined their offer at the time, knowing the opposition 
of Napoleon, and fearing to offend him, lest lie might then 
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withdraw from Italy entirely, thereby leaving Piedmont alone 
and exposed to Austrian attack. But unofficially Piedmont gave 
them encouragement to hold out for annexation. 

T]!Iie Italians of the central states stood firm. It was evident 
that the former rulers could only be restored by force and Napo- 
leon promised tiiat force should not be used, either French or 
Austrian, to accomplish their restoration. For months this 
anomalous situation continued, harassing to every one. The 
central spates, under the leadership of IMedinontese statesmen 
who had gone to them to assume direction, revised and rendered 
uniform their laws, and created a common military force that 
they might in the end bring about fusion with Piedmont. Diplo- 
macy suggested a congress which was never convened, and for 
some time things drifted. Slowly the whole confused situation 
began to clarify, Napoleon came to see that if tlie peoples w^ere 
left to tliernselves they would never restore their rulers but 
would insist upon union with Piedmont; that, moreover, the 
federation under the })residency of the Pope could never be 
brought about except by force. He saw also that the restora- 
tion of the rulers to their duchies would be an advantage to 
Austria but not at all to France. He liad no desire tliat Austria 
should be again j)redominant in the peninsula. Other events 
co-operated to liasten a solution. In England, in June 1859, a 
new election had occurred and a ministry had come into office 
which was very friendly to tlie cause of Italian unity, and wdiicli 
particularly wished the Italians to be strong enough to be inde- 
pendent of the Frencli. The English Government protested 
against the employment of French or Austrian forces to repress 
the clearly ex})ressed will of the people of central Italy and to 
restore the princes. This was England’s great service to the 
Italians. “ The people of the duchies have as much right to 
change tlieir sovereigns,” said Lord Palmerston, as the English 
people or the PVench, or the Belgian or tlie Swedish. The 
annexation of the duchies to Piedmont will be an unfathomable 
good to Italy.” 

Another event tending toward the solution of the question was 
the return of Cavour to power in January 1860, after an 
absence of six months. Cavour saw" tliat the annexation of 
central Italy to Piedmont could be effected only with Napoleon’s 
consent, which, therefore, must be secured. But Napoleon would 
not yet give it. It was clear that a bargain must be made. 
Piedmont could have the annexations for a price and that price 
was the cession of Savoy and Nice to France, which Napoleon 
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liad not claimed before as lie liad not carried out tlie agreement 
of Plombieres, but which lie now demanded as compensation for 
the creation of an important state on the southeastern border of 
France, and because he wished, by enlarging the national bound- 
aries, to allay the sharp criticism wliich liis Italian policy had 
» 4 iroused at home. It was finally agreed that, plebiscites should 
^be taken in the states of central Italy to see if they wished 
'^annexation to Piedmont, and in Savoy and Nice to see if they 
Wished annexation to France. Thus, in theory, the principle 
: Would be upheld that peoples have a riglit to dispose of tliem- 
: Selves. 

These plebiscites in Italy resulted as was exy)ected. (March 
11-12, 1860.) The vote was almost unanimous in favor of an- 
nexation. 

s.Modena, Parma, Tuscany and the Romagna were tlius added 
to the Kingdom of I^iedmqnt, which liad already received liom- 
bardy. The Pope issued the major excommunication against 
the authors of this spoliation of his dominions (Romagna), but 
VVjctor Kmiuanuel accepted tlie sovereignty thus offered him, and 
* on April 2, 1860, the first parliament of the enlarged kingdom 
met in Turin. A small state of less tlian 5,000,000 had grown to 
'one of 11,000,000 witliin a year. This was the most important 
change in the political system of FAirope since 1815. As far 
as Italy was concerned it made waste jiaper of the treaties of 
1815. It constituted the most damaging breach made thus far 
in the work of the Congress of Vienna. AVhat that congress had 
decided was to be a mere ‘‘ geographical expression ” was now a 
nation in formation. And this Avas being acconijilislied by tlie 
triumphant assertion of tAVo principles utterly odious to the 
monarchs of 1815, the right of rcAmlution and the right of peoples 
to determine their own destinies for themselves, for these annexa- 
tions were the result of Avar and of plebiscites. 

But Piedmont’s triumph Avas not without an element of bitter- 
ness for it liad been bought with a price, and that })rice was the 
cession of Savoy and Nice, Avith a pojiulation of about 700,000, 
to France. Savoy was the cradle of the ruling house and its 
abandonment was a great humiliation, but it was, in Cavour’s 
opinion, inevitable. Because of it Garibaldi, a citizen of Nice, 
attacked him in Parliament with remarkable vehemence. “ You 
have made me,” he said, a stranger in the land ofr my birth.” 
“ The act,” replied Cavour with impressive dignity, that has 
made this gulf between us, was the most yiainful duty of my life. 
By AA^hat I haAx^ felt myself I know what Garibaldi must have 
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felt. If lie refuses me his forgiveness I cannot reproach him 
for it.’^ Parliament supported Cavour, ratifying the cession by 
a majority of 229, more than four-fifths of the entire chamber. 
The plebiscites in Savoy and Nice took place a few days later 
and resulted in an almost unanimous vote for annexation to 
France. One result of this annexation of Savoy and Nice was 
to prove very important for France. It alienated England from 
Napoleon comj^letely. England did not wish to see her powerful 
neighbor grow larger. The deptli and unfortunate effect of this 
estrangement Napoleon was to feel fully before many months 
liad passed. ^Moreover, might not this acceptance of Italian 
territory involve him in further Italian complications? Was he 
not morally compromised? That Cavour appreciated the ad- 
vantage of tlie situation was shown by his re])orted remark to 
the French ambassador, “ Now you are our accomjdices.” What 
had Cavour in mind for accomplices to do? He did not explain 
the cryptic utterance, but every one knew that he was still far 
from his cherished goal. Napoleon III would still be very useful. 
Sophisticated Guizot, then living in retirement, made at about this 
time an observation : There are,” he said, two men u])on whom^i^ 
tlie eyes of Lhirope are fixed, the Phnperor Napoleon and M. de‘,j 
Cavour. Tlie game is being ])laycd. I back ]\I. de Cavour.” 

THE CONQUEST OF THE KINGDOM OF NAPLES 

Much had been achieved in the eventful year just described, 
but much remained to be achieved before tlie unification of Italy 
should be complete. Venetia, the larger part of the Papal States, 
and the Kingdom of Naples still stood outside. In the last, how- 
ever, events now occurred which carried the process a long step 
forward. Early in 186()^thc Sici li ans rose in revo lt against the 
des])otism of their new king, Francis II. Tins insurrection cr ‘ated 
an opportunity for a man already famous but destined to a 
wonderful exploit and to a memorable service to his country, 
Giusepjie Garibaldi, already the most famous military leader in 
Italy, and invested with a half mythical character of invincibility 
and daring, the result of a very spectacular, romantic career. 

Garibaldi was born at Nice in J80X. He was therefore two 
years younger than Mazzini and three years older than Cavour. 
Destined byoliis parents for the priesthood he preferred the sea, 
and for many years lie lived a roving and adventurous sailor’s 
life. He early joined “ Young Italy.” His military experience 
was chiefly in irregular, guerilla fighting. He took part in the 
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unsuccessful insurrection, organized by Mazzini in Savoy in 1834, 
and as a result was condemned to death. He managed to escape 
to South America wliere, for the next fourteen years, he was 
,an exile. He participated in the abundant wars of the South 
American states with the famous “ Italian Legion,’’ which he 
^organized and commanded. Learning of tlie uprising of 1848 
he returned to Italy, thougli still under the penalty of death, 
and immediately thousands flocked to the standard of the^^Hero 
of Montevideo ” to fight under him against the Austrians. After 
the failure of that cam})aign he went, in 1849, to Rome to 
assume military defense of the republic. When the city was 
about to fall he escaped with four thousand troops, intending 
to attack the Austrian power in Venetia. French and Austrian 
armies pursued him. He succeeded in evading them, but his 
army dwindled awa}^ rapidly and the chase became so hot that he 
was forced to escape to the Adriatic. When lie landed later, his 
enemies were immediately in full cry again, hunting him through 
forests and over mountains as if he Avere some dangerous game. 
It was a w’onderful exploit, rendered tragic by the death, in a 
I farm-house near Ravenna, of his wife Anita, who was his com- 
Ipanion in the camp as in the home, and who w^as as high-spirited, 
las daring, as courageous as he. Garibaldi finally escaped to 
America and began once more the life of an exile. But his 
story? shot through and through with heroism and chivalry and 
romance, moved the Italian people to unwonted dejiths of enthu- 
siasm and admiration. 

For several years Garibaldi was a wanderer, sailing the seas, 
commander of a Peruvian bark. For some months, indeed, he 
was a candle maker on Staten Island, but in 1854 he returned 
’t6' Italy and settled down as a farmer on the little island of* 
Caflirera: But the events of 1859 once more brought him out of 
his retirement. Again, as a leader of volunteers, he plunged into 
the w^ar against Austria and immensely increased his reputation. 
He had become the idol of soldiers and adventurous spirits from 
one end of Italy to the other. Multitudes were ready to follow 
in blind confidence wdierever he might lead. His name was one 
to conjure with. There now occurred, in 18(50, the most bril- 
liant episode of his career, the Sicilian expedition and the cam- 
paign against the Kingdom of Naples. For Garibaldi, the most 
redoubtable warrior of Itah'^, whose very name w,as worth an 
army, now decided on his own account to go to the aid x>f the 
Siciliiins who had risen in revolt against their king, Francit^ 11 
of Naples. 
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GARIBALDI CONQUERS NAPLES 
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His determination created a serious problem for Cavour. Tlie 
Government of Piedmont could not sanction an attack upon the 
Kingdom of Naples, with which it was at peace, without seeming 
a ruthless aggressor upon an unoffending state, and without run- 
ning the risk of a European intervention whicli might undo all 
the work thus far accomplished. In Cavour’s opinion the newly 
enlarged kingdom needed time for consolidation before under- 
taking any furtlier task. On the other hand, if Garibaldi deter- 
mined to go it would be dangerous to try to prevent him, and 
yet the result of a successful campaign might make him a rival of 
Cavour and might be used to checkmate Piedmont. It was im- 
perative that Piedmont should still direct the evolution of Italy 
toward her future destiny. Cavour could not approve the ex- 
pedition, and he was not prepared to condemn it. He therefore 
adopted the plan of secretly conniving at the preparations, at 
the same time holding Piedmont officially aloof from all connec- 
tion with it. Thus he could assure the powers that Piedmont 
liad noticing to do with it. If it should fail, he could not be 
reproached, whereas if successful, he might profit by it. He 
had need of all his customary wariness in this juncture. 

On May 5, 18()(), the expedition of The Thousand,” tl\e 

Red Shirts,” embarked from Genoa in two steamers. These 
were the volunteers, nearly 1,150 men, wliom Garibaldi’s fame 
had caused to rush into the new adventure, an adventure that 
seemed at the moment one of utter folly. The King of Naples 
had 24,000 troops in Sicily and 100,000 more on the mainland. 
The odds against success seemed overwhelming. But fortune 
favored the brave. After a campaign of a few weeks, in which 
he was several times in great danger, and was only saved by 
the most reckless fighting. Garibaldi stood master of the island, 
helped by the Sicilian insurgents, by volunteers who had flocked 
from the mainland, and by the incompetency of the commanders 
of the Neapolitan troops. Audacity had won the victory. He 
assumed the position of Dictator in Sicily in the name of Vi^or 
Emmanuel II (August 5 , 1860). , 

Garibaldi now crossed the straits to the mainland determined 
to conquer the entire Kingdom of Naples (August 19, 1860). 
The King still had an army of 100,000 men, but it had not even 
the strength of a frail reed. There was practically no bloodshed. 
The Neapolitan Kingdom was not overthrown; it collapsed. 
Treachery, desertion, corruption did the work. On Septe^b,^ji: 
6th, Francis II left Naples for Gaeta, and the next day Garibaldi 
entered it by rail with only a few attendants, and drove through 
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the streets amid a pandemonium of enthusiasm. In less than five 
months he had conquered a kingdom of 11,000,000 people, an 
achievement unique in modern history. 

Garibaldi now began to talk of pushing on to Rome. To 
Cavour the situation seemed full of danger. Rome was occupied 
by a French garrison. An attack uj)on it would almost neces- 
sarily mean an attack upon France. A clash between Garibaldi’s 
followers and the French troops wliicli were maintaining the 
Pope’s power in Rome would probably bring an intervention of 
Napoleon, this time against the Italians. There must, tlicrefore^ 
be no attack upon Rome. But while Rome itself and its immediate 
neighborhood must be preserved inviolate for the Pope, Cavour 
did not think that the two eastern provinces of the Pa]>al States, 
Umbria, and the Marches, need be. They desired annexation to 
Piedmont and were only kept down by an army of volunteers, 
drawn from Ireland, Austria, France and other Catholic coun- 
tries. Ought people who wished to be free from the Pope’s rule 
to be kept in subjection by an army of mercenaries? 

Cavour felt that Victor Emmanuel must act. It would not 
do to leave Garibaldi to act as he wished, for that would mean 
an attack upon Rome and probably upon Venetia, and that 
would range Italy against, not only France, but Austria, two 
great empires, and everything tliat had been so painfully accom- 
plished would be iin])eriled. To ])revent Garibaldi’s advance, 
\yhich, once under way, would be beyond control, Victor Em- 
manuel must take charge of the revolution in southern Italy. 
Yet if Victor Emmanuel’s troops entered the Papal States all 
the Catholic countries of Europe, outraged at the despoiling of 
the Pope, might intervene and undo wliat liad been already done. 
Cavour believed that if he left the Pope unmolested in Rome, 
Napoleon would have no objection to the rest of the Papal States 
going into the new kingdom, if the population so desired. In 
this estimate he was correct. T^nderstanding finally that Nay)o- 
leon approved, if only the thing were done quickly, Y^’tor Fhn- 
ipanuel’s army crossed into the Papal States and defeated the 
Papal troops at Castelfidardo (September 18, 1800). They 
then entered the territory of Naples. The climax to all tliis 
.unification movement was now at hand. On. Octohiir^ lli. 
Parliament voted overwhelmingly in favor of tlie annexation of 
all the provinces in central and southern Italy whose people 
should declare in favor of it by plebiscite. The plebiscite took 
place in the of Naples on October 2L“23f, L8fiQ^..and 

was ovorwlielmingly in favor of annexation. On the mainland ap- 
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proximately 1,300,000 voted yes, 10,000 no; in Sicily 432,000 
yes, (500 no. A few days later the Pope's former subjects in the 
Marches voted for annexation by 133,000 to 1,200; and in Umbria 
by 97,000 to 380. ^tajjoriiies showed how unani- 

mou s was the desire for unification. 

After having conquered tlie Paj)al army at Castelfidardo, 
Victor Emmanuel liad advanced with his army into the Kingdom 
of Naples for the double purpose of defeating the army still 
under Francis II at Capua and Gaeta, wliich Garibaldi had not 
been able to conquer, and of taking the direction of affairs of 
state out of the hands of Garibaldi, who, successful in war, was 
eminently lacking in political sagacity. It was imperative that 
Victor Emmanuel’s authority should be supreme in Naples, that 
he might control the evolution of events. Botli purposes were 
now achieved. Tlie troops of Francis II were defeated at Capua^. 
on the first and second of November, and the siege of Gaetai 
where Francis took his last stand, began. - 

Garibaldi had demanded the resignation of Cavour from 
Victor Emmanuel, and seemed disposed to insist upon certain 
conditions before handing over his conquest to him. The King’s 
attitude w^as firm. He declined to consider tlie dismissal of 
Cavour. Moreover, now tliat Victor Emmanuel was himself in 
the Kingdom of Najiles with a large army, and was backed by 
tlie vote of the Parliament and the plebiscites favoring annexa- 
tion, Garibaldi yielded. On November 7, Victor Emmanuel 
and Garibaldi drove together through the streets of Naples. 
The latter refused all rewards and honors and with only a little, 
money and a bag of seed beans for his farm lie sailed away toj 
Caprera. Gaeta fell on February 13, 1861, and the King fled 
to Rome, entering upon a life of exile which was to end only with 
his death in 1894. 

On the 18th of February, 1861, a new Parliament) represent- 
ing jill Italy except Venetia and Rome, met in Turin. The King- 
dom of Sardinia now gave way to the Kin^dcnn of J^t 
claimed 17tb... Victor EmmaniieTlI Avas declared ‘‘IiyTlnr 

grace of God and the Avill of the nation, King of Italy.” 

A new^ kingdom, comprising a ])opulation of about twenty-two 
millions, had arisen during a jieriod of eighteen months, and now 
took its jilacc among the powers of Europe. The Pope refused 
to recognize this “ creation of revolution,” and excommunicated 
the criminal invaders of his states. Victor Emmanuel he de- 
nounced as ‘‘ forgetful of every religious principle, despising 
every right, trampling upon every law.” Against his assumption 
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of the title of King of Italy, with which he has sought to seal 
his sacrilegious usurpations,” Pius IX formally protested/ 

But the Kingdom of Italy was still incomplete. Venetia was 
still Austrian and tlie Patrimony of St. Peter was still subject 
to the Pope. This was a strip along the western coast, between 
Tuscany and Naples, twenty or thirty miles wide, and included 
the incomparable city of Rome. The Pope’s power rested on the 
TVencli garrison. The new Kingdom, however, was not strong 
enough to take Venetia from Austria, nor disposed to defy the 
Emperor Napoleon by an attack upon Rome. 

There were, indeed, some Italian nationalists who were willing 
to forego permanently the possession of Rome as the capital. 
D’Azeglio called the desire for it simply a classical fantasti- 
cality.” Moreover, it was a malarial town fit only for a 
museum.’^ Not so thought Cavour, who believed that “ without 
Rome there was no Italy.” He declared that now tliat national 
independence had been secured the great object must be ‘‘ to 
make the Eternal City, on winch rest twenty-five centuries of 
glory, the splendid capital of the Italian Kingdom.” The posi- 
tion of the capital was not to be determined by the character 
of the climate or topography, but by moral reasons, and the 
moral primacy of Rome among all Italian cities Avas unquestion- 
able. They must have Rome, but on two conditions, that France 
should consent and that the Catholic world should have no just 
ground to believe tliat it meant the subjection of the Pope. 
Cavour hoped that the Pope would be Avilling to give up his 
temporal power on the guarantee that his spiritual autliority 
should be carefully guarded and even extended. Tlie principle 
of a free church in a free state ” absorbed his thought at this 
time. At his request Parliament voted the principle that Rome 
' should be the capital of Italy, a solemn official declaration from 
I which there could be no retreat. This Avas Cavour’s last great 
' act, for he now fell ill. Overwork, the extraordinary pressure 
under Avhich he had for months been laboring, brought on in- 
somnia; finally fever developed and he died on the morning of 
June 6, 1861, in the very prime of life, for he was only fifty-t 
one years of age. 

“ Cavour,” said Lord Palmerston, in the British House of 
Commons, left a name ‘ to point a moral and adorn a tale.’ 
The moral was, that a man of transcendent talent, indomitable 
industry, inextinguishable patriotism, could overcome difficulties 
which seemed insurmountable, and confer the greatest, the most 

1 Robinson and Beard, Readings in Modern European History, II, 130. 



CAVOUR AND LIBERTY 


207 


lYiestimablc benefits on his country. The tale with which his 
memory would be associated was the most extraordinary, tlie 
most romantic, in the annals of the world. A people who had 
seemed dead had arisen to new and vigorous life, breaking the 
spell which bound it, and showing itself worthy of a new and 
splendid destiny.” ^ 

Throughout his life Cavour remained faithful to his funda- 
mental political principle, government by ])arliament and by 
constitutional forms. Urged at various times to assume a dicta- 
torship he said he had no confidence in dictatorships. “ I always 
feel strongest,” he said, when Parliament is sitting.” “ I 
cannot betray my origin, deny the principles of all my life,” 
he wrote in a private letter not intended for tlie public. I am 
the son of liberty and to her T owe all tliat I am. If a veil is to 
be placed on her statue, it is not for me to do it.” 

1 Quoted by Cesaresco: Cavour, 21(>. 



CHAPTER Xri 


BISMARCK AND GERMAN UNITY 

In 1848 and 1849 tlie reformers of Germany, as of other 
countries, liad made a vigorous eRort to effect profound altera- 
tions in the political and social institutions of their country. 
Momentarily successful, their day of power proved brief, and 
by 1850 the old authorities were once more solidly establislied 
in their old positions. A practical absolutism reigned again 
throughout most of central Europe. In place of the German 
unity so long desired and for wliich the Frankfort Parliament 
had struggled with such earnest futility, tlie old Diet of 1815, 
slow, cumbrous, impotent save for rej)ression, quietly slipped 
back into the familiar, well-worn grooves, resuming its sessions 
in May 1851, and devoting its attention to the removal of the 
debris left by the revolutionary hurricane which had just swe|)t 
by. A period of reaction began again, even more far-reaching 
in its scope than that which had followed the Congress of Vienna 
of 1815. This period may be considered to have lasted from 
the diplomatic defeat of Prussia at Olmiitz in 1850 to 1858, when 
William I assumed the regency of Prussia, and to 185^9 when 
Austria, now as formerly the strong tower of ultra-conservatism, 
suffered an important diminution of power and prestige in the 
military defeats in Italy which have been described above. 

During this period the work of 1848 and 1849 was undone 
wherever possible, and a persecution of Liberals carried out so 
thoroughly that tens of thousands left the country. This in- 
spired some alarm at first, but consolation was found in tlie 
thought tliat the removal of these disturbers of the public mind 
would only leave tlie fatherland politically in peace. This was 
the beginning of the large German emigration to the United 
States, which later attained such impressive proportions and 
was attended by such important consequences. Austria and 
Prussia took the lead in the familiar work of rep’-ession. 

The King of Prussia, Frederick William IV, had, as we have 
seen, granted a Constitution and created a Parliament during 
the recent convulsion, but it quickly became evident that he had 

2()S 
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no intention of establishing the parliamentary system as it had 
been developed in England. He did not for a moment propose 
to weaken the royal power by dividing it with any assembly, even 
with one which, like this, represented only the ricli. No new taxes 
or laws might be passed without the consent of the new chamber, 
but old ones might be continued without that consent. The 
Chamber had no control whatever over the ministry. With 
machinery like this Parliament could not have prevented reaction 
even had it so desired ; but constituted as it was, it became itself 
one of tlie instruments of reaction. 

That reaction began at once. The King was urged to abolish 
the Constitution outright, but tliis, mindful of his oath, he never 
did. However, a method of “ interpreting ” it virtually achieved 
the same end. The ministers gained great skill in the art of 
ruling with the Constitution against the Constitution. Laws 
wdiich they disay)})roved were simply not executed or their con- 
tents were by ‘‘ interpretation ” molded to tlie heart’s desire. 
>»The Constitution liad proclaimed the right of association and 
public meeting, but as a matter of fact this riglit was permitted 
only to those favorable to the Government. Public meetings 
were watclied by agents of the Government, wdio, on the least 
[irctext, might dissolve tliem. Everywhere the police were active! 
Hand unscrupulous. Arbitrary arrest and im])risonment were fre-l 
quent. A Berlin police regulation in 1851 permitted the appli-^ 
cation to prisoners of torture, deprivation of light, the strait- 
jacket, and corporal punishment up to forty strokes. Men 
Mvho were supposed to be democrats were Iiounded in every way. 
“No lawyer would give me work,” wrote one of them; “no 
business man had the courage to seek the aid of my legal knowl- 
edge ; no editor would consent to publish a book of mine.” 
With great difficulty he succeeded in bringing out three novels. 
At once the Government forbade their introduction into publio 
libraries, forbade their sale. Certain physicians were denied thq, 
certificates necessary to the practice of their profession because, 
as democrats, their “ morality ” could not be guaranteed. 
Abuses of powTr succeeded each other rapidly. “ God in 
Heaven,” wrote Bunsen, “ what a frightful situation for 
/lermany!” The mails were not respected. Postmen were or- 
dered not to deliver letters to Liberals. Even reactionaries them- 
selves felt the pinch at times. “ I cannot wuute you much abou t 
politics.” Bismarck informed his wify, “f or all letters 
open^ .” And again, “ Do not forget, when you write me, that 
your letters are not read simj)ly by myself but are also read 
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at the post office, by spies of every feather; be, without excep- 
tion, prudent in your remarks.” 

The censorship abolished by the Constitution was not restored, 
but the same end was otherwise achieved. Methods were fol- 
lowed in tills respect, as in many others, which were copied from 
Napoleon III, who was applying them successfully in France. 
Much ingenious reasoning was displayed at times by govern- 
ment officials. In one case the police announced that the law^ 
permitted the publication of newspapers but not their sale, and 
,?thus one Liberal paper was suppressed. By such means virtual’ 
iabsolutism was restored in Prussia after the liberal awakening 
jof 1848 and 1849. No relief was found in the Chamber, for the^i 
Government secured large and dependent majorities there, by the 
same methods wliich Napoleon III used in France, by official 
candidacies and by various forms of bribery and intimidation, 
Tlie system was thoroughly established. Prussia, with a Consti- 
tution, was really ruled with very little regard for its provisions. 

The governing forces were the King and tlie landed nobility. 
These were the ^tjunkersj” whom Bismarck later called the 

pariahs of modern civilization,” hide-bound conservatives, com- 
pletely dominated by the ideas of old-time feudalism. The House 
of Lords was now one of their seats of power. Its members, in- 
dignant at the former freeing of their serfs, labored with much ' 
success to regain old rights, such as the police power on their 
estates, and hunting privileges. They had a monopoly of the 
higher grades in the army. All these measures irritated various 
classes of society and unrest, not peace, was the ominous result. 
No wonder that Bcrnhardi exclaimed, The Constitution isj 
nothing but a name,” and that another who lived through it all) 
wrote a little later, The period from 1849 to 1858 was the inostl 
shameful in the history of Prussia.” 

But signs were not lacking of the dawning of a new day. The 
economic evolution of the country was jiroceeding on the whole 
unimpeded and quietly, and that evolution tended directly to- 
ward liberty, for it meant the transformation of Germany from 
an agricultural, feudal, and patriarchal into a great industrial 
nation. Even the Government itself facilitated this transforma- 
tion which was in the end to be so prejudicial to its system, 
imitating in this, as in so many other respects, the example of 
Napoleon III, who thought that the best way to ^rnake people 
forget their loss of liberty was to enable them to get rich. But 
in the main this transformation was effected, not by governmental 
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measures, but by the unseen, unconscious operation of the ordi- 
nary laws of business. 

This^^jGQnonaie tiiansform is the most important feature of 
German history in the decade from 1850 to 1860, for it began the 
creation of that industrial Germany which was to be so tremen- 
dous a fact in the contemporary world. This transformation 
was apparent in many ways. Rich deposits of gold had been dis- 
covered in California, in 184*8, and in Australia in 1851. It has 
been estimated that the world’s production of the precious metal 
was about four times as great in 1856 as in 184*7. The increase 
in the quantity of the medium of exchange had, among other im- 
portant results for Germany this, the sudden creation Q.f, a large 
number of banks and business corporations. In Bavaria, for 
instance, only six stock companies with a capital of five millions 
had been founded between 1889 and 1848; but from 1849 to 1858 
forty-four were established with a capital of one hundred and 
seventy millions. The caj)ital of the banks created in Germany 
from 1858 to 1857 aggregated about 750 millions. All this 
meant an immense increase in the resources available for industry. 

Germany had for various reasons remained industrially far 
behind neighboring countries, particularly France and England. 
Her po))ulation was largely rural, two-thirds of her inhabitants 
were agricuxturalists. Whatever industries existed were small. 
There were few large cities. Berlin, the capital of Prussia, had 
a population of about 450,000, and in the entire Confederation 
there were only six or seven cities of more than 100,000 in- 
habitants. Both exports and im])orts were few. Germany sold 
little but raw materials. All tins was now rapidly changed. 
.Capital being easily procured, hundreds of new enterprises were 
Particularly was the exploitation of the immense 
mineral resources of the country, thus far largely neglected, 
undertaken with great energy. Coal mines were opened up, fac- 
tories and foundries arose on <all sides. Alfred Krupp made the 
s teel fou ndry, begun b}^ his father in 1810^“one^ of the most famous 
establishments of the kind in the world. Workmen, attracted 
by higher wages than could be procured in agriculture, flocked 
to the cities, which increased rapidly. Economists state that| 
the period of speculation succeeding the revolution of 1848 was 
the most remarkable Germany has ever seen. The Germans took 
naturally to modern business, showing their usual qualities of 
patience, order, adaptability, and an abounding faith in the 
advantages to be derived from tlie application to economic life 
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6f the discoveries of science and from the use of scientific mctliods. 
The mileage of railroads rapidly increased, in Prussia alone in 
ia few years from 114 miles to over 800, and the number of 
jtravelers increased fourfold. 

. All tliis had important political and intellectual consequences. 
It meant tli^tise of a modern capitalist class, a rich bourgeoisie^ 
which would insist and which would liave the power to insist 
that tlie state should no longer be run along medieval lines for 
the benefit of a feudal monarchy, and a feudal nobility^ 'of land- 
lords. And the result of tliis economic revolution was to!^;or£aden 
men's horizon, and to weaken the local states-rights feeling. 
Manufacturers and merchants were anxious for the widestTfnai*- 
kcts,.^>and impatient of laws and institutions that hHidered .busj- 
ness. They «aw the inconveniences that flowed from the existing 
political organization of Germany, the petty state animosities 
and the powerlessness of the Confederation abroad.^‘They wished 
I a reorganization of the country so that Germany should have 
jthe weight in international affairs that was necessary for the 
‘development of her wealth. That they might compete in the 
world markets they must have the support of the Government. 
The Government of the Confederation was inniotcnt. This 
growing class therefore would hail with enthusiasm any attempt 
to strengthen it. Thus business was undermining the established 

i order in politics. The requirements of modern industrialisni 
were potent factors in the ultimate creation of German unity.. 
At the same time a similar trend was unmistakable in the 
intellectual evolution of Germany, and was shown in the various 
.'fields of theology, science, history and literature. From the ro- 

I mantic, the metaphysical, the speculative people they had been, 
Germans were becoming practical, positive, realist. The boldest 
[innovations in the economic life were matched by the boldest dis- 
coveries in science. A new heaven and a new earth were taking 
the place of the old. The German intellect was showing its 
enterprise, its daring in every line, and was heaping up great 
riches. An intellectual environment was being created in which 
the great realist of the century in Germany could breathe and 
work successfully. It would be difficult to show all this except 
at length, and this would be impossible in the present treatise. 
But the fact remains that Schopenhauer in philosophy, and 
Helmholtz and Virchow in science, were laying intellectual foun- 
dations for the unification of Germany and the hegemony . of 
Prussia.^ The historians of the period, Sybel, Treitschke, 
1 Denis, La Fondation de rEmpire AUemand, Chap. III. 
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Drovsen, Freytag, produced liistories in abundance which were 
really great patriotic pamphlets, therefore less valuable as his- 
tories than as organs for shaping public opinion toward great, 
and decisive action in the field of politics. They were vigorously/ 
patriotic, nationalistic in tone, Prussian in sympathy. Even 
Mommsen and Curtins, who wrote in the field of ancient history,”; 
distinctly revealed the current preconce])tions and aspirations 
of the day/ 

Q pin yft in Germany was greatly stimulated by the events in 
Italy. Tlie Italian war of 185fi, and the formation of the 
Ttalian Kingdom exerted a remarkable influence upon events 
outside of the peninsula. Here was a successful application ofy 
the doctrine of nationalities. Might not the precedent receive 
wider application? Poland, Denmark, Germany felt a powerful 
im])ulsion from beyond the Alps. This influence was shown in 
the very month of Villafranca. For July 1859 saw the genesis 
► in Hanover of a new jL)atriotic society, called thc\;Natioual 
wliose^^purpose was to create a national party for tlie purpose 
of achieving the unity of the fatlierland and the development 
of its liberties.” Tlic society soon spread throughout Germany. 
Unity and liberty were its w'atchwords. Did not the Italian 
campaign prove the necessity of the former? If Napoleon III 
could invade Italy, miglit he not with equal ease invade Germany? 
There must be a thorough military reorganization so that 
Germany should be safe from possible aggression, and to accom- 
plish this the Confederation, as a whole, must first be reorganized, 
flavour was, in the opinion of the members of the National Union, 
the model whom German statesmen should imitate. Prussia ought 
to do for Germany what Piedmont had done for Italy. Let her" 
become frankly liberal, then Liberals everywhere would support 
her, and she could make the fatherland. This was not the method 
followed, as we shall see. Germany was made by an. autocratic 
not by a liberal government And the reason was that the con- 
servative class was stronger in Germany than in Italy, and 
happened to find two able leaders, William I and Bismarck, as 
the Liberals in Italy had found two of their kind, Victor Em- 
manuel and Cavour. Though the National Liberals in Germany 
influenced public opinion extensively and thus facilitated in the 
end the rise of German unity, they claslied with those who 
actually carried out the work, and were themselves defeated. 
Tlie achievement of German unity was to be no imitation of an, 
Italian example. 

1 (hiilland, UAUvmaijnp NomuAle ft Sfi< TI into Hens, 
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The full import of all these changes in the economic life and 
in the intellectual outlook, this fermentation of ideas, was 
shortly to be shown in the reign, destined to prove most illus- 
trious, of William I of Prussia. The preliminary stage was over, 
the period of action was about to begin. 

In 1857, Frederick William IV became, by reason of mental 
disease, incapable of administering the Government. As the 
King had no son, his brother, William I, became his represent- 
ative. The following year William became Regent, which gave 
him complete independence of action. It was recognized that 
the King would never recover. He died in January 1861, and 
William became sovereign. The accession of the new prince 
was hailed with great enthusiasm, so deep and general had been 
the disappointment in Prussia over the timidity, the reactionary 
character, and the fruitlessness of his predecessor’s rule. The 
new ruler was intellectually the very antipodes of his brother, 
slow, solid, persistent, firm, rather than brilliant and imaginative. 
[^Common sense was his strongest quality as versatility had been 
:that of his brother. William was the son of the famous Queen 
Louise, was born in 1797, and had served in the campaign against 
Napoleon in 1814. He was now over sixty years of age. His 
entire lifetime had been spent in the army, which lie loved pas- 
sionately. In military matters his thorough knowledge and 
competence were recognized. He had resented deeply the action 
of his brother at Olrniitz, action dictated by the military weak- 
ness of Prussia. William believed tliat Pi'ussia’s destiny de- 
pended upon her army. The army was necessary for his purpose, 
which was to put Prussia at the head of Germany. Now,” 
he had written in 1849, whoever wishes to rule Germany must 
conquer it; and that cannot be done witli phrases.” The mobil- 
ization of the Prussian troops in 1859 convinced him more than 
ever that the army needed strengthening. He now brought for- 
ward_^^,dcfini^ military programme. 

Prussia had been the first state, and was thus far the only 
one, to adopt the principle that all male citizens must be soldiers. 
By the law of 1814 universal compulsory three years’ service 
i in the active army was established. The soldier then passed 
into the reserve for two years, which meant that he would be 
summoned to military exercise for several weeks each year; he 
then passed into the landwehr for several years (from the ages 
of twenty-six to thirty-nine), receiving some little training inter- 
mittently. Then he passed into the landsturm, where he re- 
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inained until the age of fifty, to be called out only in the case of 
direst necessity. This system had been in existence for forty-six 
years, witli only slight modification. But the system had not, 
in practice, been thoroughly carried out. No account had been 
taken of the increase of population. In 1820 the population 
of Prussia was about 12,000,000. The number of yearly recruits 
had been fixed at 40,000 and regiments for that number had 
been established. But in 1860 the population was about 
18,000,000, and if all able-bodied men of military age were re- 
cruited, as by law they should be, there would be 6»3,()00. As a 
matter of fact, however, the number of recruits had been kept 
at 40,000, wliicli meant that many thousand young men, b}^ law 
required to serve three years under the colors, liad been excused 
in practice from service, and that otliers had been required to 
serve only two years. This kept the army down to about 130,000 
active soldiers on a peace footing, 215,000 in time of war. 

William I believed such a condition full of danger for Prussia. 
Considering himself primarily a soldier, the first soldier of 
Prussia, and responsible for her defense, lie resolved to carry 
through certain reforms. In 1859 he appointed Albrecht von 
llooniiJVIinister of War, in politics a convinced reactionary, in 
military matters a mail of great knowledge and ability. In 1860 
a plan for the reform of the army was submitted to the Prussian 
Parliament. Henceforth the law requiring universal military 
service was to be rigorously enforced. 

This would mean 63,000 recruits each year instead of 40,000, 
and would give an army of 190,000 in time of peace, ^0,000 
in time of war, the service in the reserve being lengthened from 
•two to four years. Thus the military forces of Prussia would 
be doubled. To do this necessitated the creation of new regi- 
ments with their officers and colors. This would involve an in- 
crease in the budget, which could only be sanctioned by Ihirlia- 
nient. But the Chamber of Deputies was from the beginning 
opposed to this change, though it voted appropriations once on 
the understanding that they were provisional only. The Govern- 
ment act(?d as if tliey were permanent. In 1862 the Chamber 
refused the moneys entirely. This meant that the new regiments ' 
must be disbanded, their officers dismissed, that what had been 
done must be undone, that the royal plan of army reform must 
be abandoned, although it had been put into force at least pro- 
visionally, that the Government must, in a most conspicuous 
matter, retrace its steps. Over this question a bitter and pro- 
longed controversy arose between the Crown and the Chamber of 
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Deputies, each side growing stiff'er as the contest proceeded. 
The King was absolutely resolved not to abate one jot from his 
demands. He believed that , the organization of the army, and 
the system of national defense belonged exclusively to himself, 
• as they had undoubtedly to previous Prussian kings; that tlie 
fact that in 1850 a Constitution had come into existence creating 
a Parliament in no respect altered the situation; that indeed 
the right had been expressly confirmed by that Constitution; 
that Parliament was in duty bound to vote all appropriations 
necessary for him to discharge his duties as supreme executive 
and commander-in-chief. Parliament, on the other hand, lield 
that by the Constitution all grants must be voted by it, tliat 
if it were bound to vote them on the mere demand of the King 
its discretion and power would simply disappear entirely. 
Parliament must, in the interests of the people, insist upon the 
preservation intact of its delegated powers, and the control of 
the purse was the chief of these. A deadlock ensued. The King 
was urged to abolish Parliament altogether. This he would not 
do because he had sworn to support the Constitution whicli 
.established it. He thought of abtlicating. He never tliought of 
abandoning the reform. He had written out liis abdication and 
^"feigned it, and it was lying upon his desk when he at last con- 
sented to call to tlie ministry as a final experiment a new man, 
'known for his boldness, his independence, his devotion to the 
inonarchy,^^Otto von Bismurcl^ Bismarck was a])pointed Presi- 
dent of the Ministry Septemher 2»‘j, 18()2: on that very day the 
‘Chamber rejected anew the credits asked for by the King for 
the new regiments. The conflict entered upon its most acute 
phrase and a new era began for Prussia and for the world. 

In this interview Bismarck told the King frankly that he >vas 
willing to carry out his policy whetlier the Parliament agreed 
to it or not. I will rather perish with tlic King,” he said, 
/“than forsake your Majesty in the contest with ])arliamentarv 
! government.” His boldness determined the King to tear up the 
i paper containing his abdication and to continue the struggle with 
the Chamber of Deputies. 

The man who now entered upon the stage of Euro])ean politics 
was one of the most original and salient characters of liis 
century. Born in 1815, lie came of a noble family in Branden- 
burg, and as a young man seemed coin|)letely imbued with all 
the narrowness of his order, its vigorous insistence upon the 
preservation of existing institutions, its tenacious adherence to 
forms of belief that had long been undermined in Europe. Re- 
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ceiving a university education, he entered the civil service of 
Prussia only shortly to turn from its monotonous routine witli 
invincible disgust. He then settled upon his father’s estate as ^ 
country squire. For years he gave himself up to tlie problem 
of retrieving the family fortune, and with ultimate success. In 
1847 he emerged from his country life and began liis political 
career as a member of the United Diet. He now liad an oppor- 
tunity to expound his political views, wliich lie did with emphasis. 
No compromise with the Revolution was his watchword. More 
royalist than the King he resented the King’s act of granting a 
Constitution to Prussia but, once granted, lie would abide by it. 
But he liad no notion tliat the Constitution should transform 
Prussia into a state like Pmgland, the model whicli Liberals were 
constantly urging other peojile to follow. ‘‘ The references to 
Kngland are our misfortune,” he said. If Prussians were only 
Knglislimen, and jiossessed all the institutions and qualities of 
Knglishmen, then you might govern us in the English fashion.”^ 
Bismarck’s political ideas centered in liis ardent belief in the 
Prussian monarcliy. It had been the Prussian kings, not the 
Prussian peojile, wlio had made Prussia great. This, the great 
historic fact, must be preserved. What Prussian kings had done, 
they still would do. The reduction of royal jiower would only be 
damaging to the state. The Prussian Crown must not allow it-/ 
self,” he said, to be thrust into the yiowerless ])osition of the' 
English Crown, which seems more like a smartly decorative cupola; 
on the state edifice, than its central pillar of support, as I considei’ 
ours.” When the democrats declared that England had been 
made great by democracy he flatly contradicted them. England 
had grown great under an aristocratic constitution. It re- 
mains to be seen whether this reformed constitution (18»32) will 
maintain itself for centuries as did the earlier rule of the English 
aristocraev.” He ‘defended vehemently the Prussian nobility, a 
class at that time bitterlv attacked. By them, and by their 
blood, the Prussian state had been built up. Bismarck was the 
uncompromising foe of the attempts made in 1848 to achieve 
German unity% because he believed those attempts involved a 
diminution in the importance of Prussia, and he was above all a 
Prussian. The Frankfort crown may be very brilliant,” he 
said, but the gold which would give truth to its brilliancy can 
only be gairwd by melting down the Prussian crown,” something 
he could not contemplate without horror. “ Tho scheme for a 
union annihilates the integrity of the Prussian kingdom . . . 
Prussians we arc and Prussians we will remain.” His attitude 
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toward the assembly, of wliicli he was a member, is shown by the 
words, “ I know that what I have said to you will have no in- 
fluence on your votes, but I am equally convinced that your 
votes will be as completely without influence on the course of 
events.” No European state had suffered a more complete 
humiliation tlian Prussia at Olmiitz, yet Bismarck vigorously de- 
fended the action of the Government. “ Prussia ought to unite 
with Austria in order to crusli the common enemy, the Revo- 
lution.” “ I regard Austria as the representative and inheritor 
of an ancient German power which has often gloriously 
wielded the German sword.” The reason for this defense of 
Ohniitz is highly significant. The only sound principle of 
action for a great state is political egoism, and not romanticism, 
and it is unworthy of such a state to strive for anything which 
does not directly concern it.” ’ A war with Austria in 1850 
would liave meant tlie ruin of Prussia. Therefore egoism, the 
sole legitimate motive force in politics, justified the convention 
of Olmiitz. ‘‘According to my conviction,” he said in a speech 
'which he incorporated in part more than forty years later in 
his Reminiscences, “ Prussian honor does not consist in Prussia’s 
playing the Don Quixote all over Germany for the benefit of 
mortified parliament celebrities who consider their local consti- 
tution in danger. I look for Prussian honor in Prussia’s absti- 
nence before all things from every shameful union with 
democracy; in Prussia’s refusal to allow, in the present and all 
other questions, anything to happen in Germany without her 
consent; and in the joint execution by the two protecting powers 
of Germany, with equal authority, of whatsoever they, Prussia 
and Austria, after joint indejiendent deliberation, consider 
reasonable and politically justifiable.” 

By such utterances, poorly delivered, for he was no orator, 
^ismarck made himself immensely disliked, by all Liberals. On 
^fhe other hand, such downriglit and uncompromising flouting 
of all the popular phrases of the day, such unqualified and defiant 
adherence to monarchy and aristocracy commended him to the 
King, who appointed him, in 1851, Prussian delegate to the 
Diet at Frankfort. Bismarck’s career now broadened, and 
during the next eight years he studied and practised the art 
of diplomacy, in which he was later to win many sweeping vic- 

1 Bismarck’s political principles may be best studied in the speeches 
which he delivered during the years 1847-1851, and which may be found 
in Kohl, Die poUtischen Reden des FUrsten Bismarck, Vol. I. Particularly 
interesting are the speeches of September 24, 1849, and December 3, 1850. 
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tories. He made the acquaintance of all the important states- 
men and politicians of Germany and studied their characters 
and ambitions. 

He had not been long in Frankfort before his views in regard ^ 
to Austria changed. He came to regard her as the constant and 
determined enemy of Prussia, and to believe that her policy was 
to reduce Prussia to the position of a mere satellite, and Bis- 
marck had no notion tliat a nation of 17,000,000 should occupy 
that position. At once this jingo Prussian bent all his energies 
to convince his superiors in Berlin of this fact. He soon saw 
that, though bound together in the same federation, the harmony 
of the two great German powers had been destroyed by the events 
of 1848. As early as 185«3 he said in a report to Berlin that there 
was not room in Germany for the two powers — that one or the 
other must bend. Three years later he expressed his opinion even 
more clearly, ‘‘ I only desire to express rny conviction that erei 
long we shall liave to fight Austria for our very existence; it is. 
not in our power to avert that eventuality, for tlie course of' 
events in Germany can lead to no other result.’’’ In 1859, as^ 
he was leaving the Diet for tlie mission to St. Petersburg, lie 
summed up the situation, “ I sec in our federal alliance that 
Prussia has an infirmity which sooner or later we shall have to 
lieal ferro et igni^ unless we begin in good time to seek a remedy 
for it.” ‘‘ Bismarck,” wrote tlie Austrian delegate at the Diet, 
believes that Prussia forms tlie center of tlie world.” He did 
so regard it, and liis activity largely made it so for others. 

Such was the man, who in 1862 at the age of forty-seven, 
accepted the position of President of the Prussian Ministry at 
a time when King and Parliament confronted each other in angry 
deadlock, and when no other politician would accept the leader- 
ship. For four years, from 1862 to 1866, the conflict continued. 
The Constitution was not abolished, Parliament was called 
repeatedly, the Lower House voted year after year against the 
budget, supyiorted in this by the voters, the Upper House voted 
for it, and the King acted as if this made it legal. The period\ 
was one of virtual dictatorship and real sus])ension of parliamen- 
tary life. The King continued to collect the taxes, the army was 
thoroughly reorganized and absolutely controlled by the avithor- 
ities, and the Lower House had no mode of opposition save the 
verbal one, tvhich was entirely ineffective. 

Thus the increase in the army was secured. But an army is a 
mere means to an end. The particular end that Bismarck had 
1 Quoted hy Murdock, The Reconstruction of Europe, 190. 
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in view was the creation of German unity by means of Prussia 
and for tlio advantage of Prussia. There must be no absorption 
of Prussia in Germany, as there had been of Piedmont in Italy, 
Piedmont as a separate state entirely disappearing. And in 
Bismarck’s opinion this unity could only be achieved by war. 

He boldly denied in Parliament the favorite theory of the 
Taberals, that Prussia was to be made great by a liberal, free, 
parliamentary government, by setting an example of progres- 
siveness, as Piedmont had done, which would rally Germans in 
other fvtates about her, rather than about their own governments. 
In what was destined to be tlie most famous speech of his life 
he declared in 1868 tliat what Germans cared about was not the 
liberalism of Prussia but her power. Prussia must concentrate 
lier forces and hold herself ready for the favorable moment. 
The boundaries of the kingdom, as determined by tlie Congress 
of Vienna, were not favorable to a sound political life. Not 
by speeches and majority votes are the great questions of the 
day decided — that was tlie great blunder of 1848 and 1849 — 
but by blood and iron.” 

, This blood and iron ” policy was bitterly denounced by. 
Liberals, but Bismarck ignored their criticisms and shortly 
found^a chance to begin its application. Disjilaying remarkable 
diplomatic astuteness and subtlety, unfolding surjirising resource- 
fulness in using the exceedingly complicated international re- 
lations of his day in such a way as to further his Prussian and 
German ])lans, he jirocecded to reshape Kurojie in most important 
particulars. He was favored in this by tlie jealousies of the 
powers and the general incomjietence of their ministers. It Avas 
fortunate for Prussia that at a time Avhen it was directed by 
one of the geniuses of the century, other countries were directed 
by mediocrities. His own ability, great as it was, would not alone 
have sufficed to accomplish the work of the next few years. 

The German Emjiire is the result of the policy of blood and 
iron as carried out by Prussia in three wars whicli were crowded 
into the brief period of six years, the war Avith Denmark in 
1864, Avith Austria in 1866, and Avith France in 1870, the last 
two of which Avere largely the result of Bismarck’s will and diplo- 
matic ingenuity and unscrupulousness, and the first of which he 
exploited consummately for the advantage of Prussia. 

The first of these grcAv out of one of the most ' complicated 
questions that ha\"e ever perplexed diplomatists and statesmen, 
the future of Schleswig and Holstein. These were two duchies 
in the Danish peninsula, wliicli is itself simply an extension of 
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tlic great plain of northern Germany. Holstein was in- 
habited by a population of about 600, 000, entirely German; 
Schleswig by a population of from 250,000 to 300,000 Germans 
and 150,000 Danes. Tliese two duchies had for centuries been 
united with Denmark, but they did not form an integral part of 
the Danish kingdom. Their relation to Denmark was personal, 
arising from the fact that a Duke of Schleswig and Holstein had 
become King of Denmark, just as an Elector of Hanover had 
become a King of England. The King of Denmark was, in the 
duchies, simply duke. The Danes naturally wished to make this 
union a real one, to incorj)orate entirely the duchies with the 
kingdom. But tliere were plain obstacles in the way. Holstein 
(not Schleswig) was a part of the German (Confederation; the 
King of Denmark as Duke of Holstein was re])resented in the 
Diet of Frankfort, as were the King of Prussia and the Emperor 
of Austria. Now the Germans in Schleswig wished to have that ' 
duchy also a part of the (xerman Confederation, and were warmly 
supported in this desire by the public opinion of Germans every- 
where. On the other hand, the Danes of Sclileswig wished to 
have the duchy annexed to Denmark, and were naturally sup- 
ported in this by tlie Danes of that kingdom. 

The question had long been before Euro})e, but in 1863 it 
became acute, when on November 13, 1863, the Danish Parlia- 
ment adopted a new Constitution, which incorporated Schleswig 
with Denmark. Two days later the King, Frederick VII, died, 
but Ins successor, Christian IX, signed the Constitution. What 
would Germany do? Would it allow Germans to be annexed to a 
foreign country outright? The Diet at once protested, and 
ordered an army sent into the duchies to prevent this consum- 
mation, and in doing this it had the enthusiastic siq^port of 
])ublic opinion tliroughout Germany. Bismarck, however, de- 
clined to join in this policy. He saw in the situation a chance 
for the eventual aggrandizement of Prussia, and for a possible 
future quarrel with Austria. He, therefore, wished Prussia 
to follow an independent line. He urged Austria, to join with 
Prussia in upholding the TiOndon Protocol of 1852, wliich botl^ 
f)owers liad signed, as had the other powers of Europe, a treatyj 
which regulated the succession to the ducliies, under certain! 
conditions, the main condition being that Christian might be| 
King of Denmark and Duke of Schleswig, but tliat the duchy A 
should preserve its separateness from Denmark. Bismarck’s; 
position was that Austria and Prussia had a right to demand 
the observance of the treaty which they had signed, and that 
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they would support Christian if he would live up to the condi- 
tions. He induced Austria to join him in supporting this Treaty 
of London, claiming that they were simply upholding the sacred- 
ness of international agreements. The two powers proclaimed 
their intention to adhere to that treaty, but demanded that the 
Danes withdraw the recent Constitution, which they declared 
was in defiance of it. The duplicity of Bismarck’s policy lay in 
the fact that he had assured himself that the Danes would not 
make this concession, which, moreover, he did not wish them to 
make, as his w’hole purpose was to pick a quarrel from which 
Prussia might profit. To make assurance doubly sure, the ulti- 
matum presented to Denmark demanded the withdrawal witliin 
forty-eight hours of the Constitution incorporating Schleswig. 
This, as a matter of fact, w^as impossible, even if tlie Danes had 
unanimously desired it. The King could not do tins of his own 
prerogative: he must have the assent of his Parliament. His 
Parliament had been dissolved and a new one had not been elected. 
-^Naturally, this could not be done in two days. At the ex])iration 
.of that time Prussia and Austria declared war against Denmark 
’.'in the name of the Treaty of London of 1852. But Bismarck 
knew that a war between two countries abrogates existing treaties 
between them, a fact wliich he was ])repared to utilize to Prus- 
sia’s advantage in time. In the name of the Treaty of 1852 
he made war against Denmark for the real pur})ose of breaking 
that very treaty. 

A war between one small state and two large ones could not 
be doubtful. Sixty thousand Prussians and Austrians invaded 
Denmark in February 1864, and, tliough their cam})aign was 
not brilliant, they easily won. Tlie only danger was in a 
European intervention. A conference was held in London for 
the purpose of arranging a settlement by diplomacy. But 
nothing was accomplished. Russia was grateful for Prussian 
aid in, ,the recent Polisli insurrection ; France and England were 
full of reproaches for each other. In sucli troubled waters Bis- 
marck could fisli successfully. He was able to block the proposed 
intervention. The war was successful for Prussia and Austria, 
and Denmark on October 30, 1864, signed the Treaty of Vienna, 
whereby she renounced all riglits to Schleswig, Holstein, and the 
little duchy of Lauenburg, contiguous to the latter, in favor 
of Austria and Prussia, and agreed to recognize any disposition 
they should make concerning them. Bismarck later regarded his 
handling of the Schleswig-Holstein matter as the diplomatic 
masterpiece of his career. 
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The question now was what should be the future of the 
duchies? Their inhabitants wished to form a separate state 
under the Duke of Augustenburg and be admitted as such to the 
German Confederation. The people of Germany were over- 
whelmingly in favor of this arrangement, and Austria favored it. 
But Bismarck’s ideas were very different. He did not care for 
another German state. There were too many already, and this 
one would only be another enemy of Prussia and ally of Austria. 
Moreover, Bismarck wished to annex the duchies wholly or in 
part to Prussia. He desired aggrandizement in general, but^ 
this particular addition would be especially advantageous, ass 
it would lengthen the coast line of Prussia, would bring with- 
it several good harbors, notably Kiel, and would enable Prussia 
to expand commercially. Thus the two powers were at variance 
over the disposition of their spoils, Bismarck, recognizing the 
impossibility of gaining his end directly, agreed to recognize the 
riglits of Augustenburg on certain conditions, which he knew 
Augustenburg would never accept. Prussia and Austria thus 
differed from the outset as to the future of Schleswig and Hol- 
stein. Sources of friction were so numerous, tension became so 
great, that war between them seemed imminent in 1865. But 
Austria did not feel in condition for war, and, though Bismarck 
favored it, the King of Prussia o])posed it. He was not yet 
prepared for a fratricidal contest which did violence to his 
patriotic and national feelings. Consequently, the Convention of 
Gasteiii was made by the two parties August 11, 1865. Joint 
rule was given up in practice, though not in principle. The 
duchies belonged to the two powers, but henceforth Austria 
alone should administer Holstein and Prussia Schleswig. Lauen- 
burg was sold outright to Prussia by Austria for two and a half 
million tlialers. This was the first of Prussian annexations. The 
treaty also signified a virtual abandonment of the Duke of 
Augustenburg. 

Bismarck approved the Treaty of Gastein, because, in his 
opinion, it ended nothing. He called it a mere ‘‘ stopping of 
cracks.” He regarded it simply as a new trick in the game with 
Austria. That the Convention was universally denounced abroad 
and in Germany as merely cold-blooded bargaining was a matter 
of indifference to him. Out of the situation which it created he 
hoped to bting about the war with Austria, which he had de- 
sired for the past ten years as being the only means whereby 
German unity could be achieved by Prussia and for its advantage. 
In this he was successful within a year. There was not room 
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in Germany, lie tliouglit, for both powers, one or tlic other 
must bend.” He now directed his attention to the creation of an 
international situation which would leave Austria isolated in the 
|event of a conflict. He turned to dijflomacy, and the result. was 
|an interview with Napoleon III, and an alliance with Italy. The 
attitude of France he regarded as most important. Consequently, 
he took occasion to seek a conference with Napoleon III at 
.Diarritz. The meeting at Biarritz (October 1865) has been con- 
sidered, thougli incorrectly, to liave liad somewhat the same im- 
portance in German history that that of Plombieres has in 
Italian. What passed we know only imperfectly. No formal, 
written engagements were made. Bismarck returned with the 
conviction that Napoleon would remain neutral in case of a 
war between Prussia and Austria, that the annexation of 
Schleswig and Holstein would call forth no opposition from 
him, that he would even view it with approval as being in harmony 
with his favorite doctrine of nationalities. Bismarck told the 
Emperor that the constitution of the German Confederation ought 
to be completely reformed. Napoleon seems to have entered 
no protest. Bismarck, holding that statesmanship is simply en- 
lightened egoism, believed tliat in return for permission to make 
these changes France must be paid. Consequently, he dangled 
before the Emperor cliances of enlarging the boundaries of 
France, but all this was very vague, tliough quite friendly, and 
resulted in no precise agreements. 

Bismarck souglit a treaty of alliance witli Italy for the coming 
encounter. Italy coveted Venetia, and in April 1866, after much 
diplomatic manoeuvering, arising from the fact that neitlier ])ower 
had confidence in tlie honesty of tlie other, a treaty was made 
and signed on April 8, 1866. It was to the effect that if Prussia 
should within three months go to war witli Austria for the sake 
of reforms in the German Confederation, Italy should also de- 
Iclare war against Austria; that neither would make a separate 
peace; that, if the allies were successful, Italy should receive 
Venetia from Austria and Prussia an equivalent amount of Aus- 
trian territory. 

From the moment this treaty was signed Bismarck devoted 
all his efforts to bringing about the war with Austria within 
the three months. It was not difficull to find pretexts. The 
Treaty of Gastein proved a most convenient aid. Prussia pro- 
tested vigorously against Austria^s method of administering 
Holstein. Austria resented the criticism an an impertinent inter- 
ference in her own affairs. Relations between the two powers 
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thus became strained to the breaking point, and both began to 
arm. Still some weeks went by before hostilities commenced. 

, Bismarck’s ultimate purpose in all his actions was the acquisi- 
tion of the leadershi]) in Germany for Prussia away from Austria. 
He w^as preparing a German civil war for that end ; but he wished 
to give it a broader basis than a mere sordid cpiarrel about the 
northern duchies, in which no idea was ap|)arent save self-aggran- 
dizemenl. He now sought to give a new turn and a more im- 
portant character to this rivalry of Austria and Prussia. He 
preferred to ap])ear to be fighting for the reform of the German 
ronfed<‘ration rather than for tlie duchies. On April 9th, the 
very day after the signature of the treaty with Italy, and in 
consonance with one of its provisions, that very one, indeed, on 
which tlie w^hole treaty rested, he caused the Prussian ])lan for 
the reform of tlie Confederation To be introduced into the Diet 
at F’rankfort. The ])lan was entirely unexpected. It was vague 
In all that concerned the relations of the ])rinces to each other,, 
but definite in that it proposed that in addition to tlie Diet there‘ 
should be chosen by universal suffrage a popular chamber to' 
share in the management of common affairs. The amazement 
of German Liberals was unbounded. Here was the man who 
had sfient his life deriding and defying parliaments and ridicul- 
ing d(*mocracv now adojiting its extreme demand — un iveoal 
suffrage. The Liberals thought this a mere trick and did not 
take the ])roposal seriously. This was a turning point in Bis- 
marck’s career. He was now presenting a scheme for the reor- 
ganization of Germany, and he saw that if Prussia was to gain the 
leadership she must make some sacrifices to the feelings of the 
other states. They would not willingly accept the leadership of 
an autocratic, parliament-defying Prussia. By conceding uni- 
versal suff‘rage, liberal opinion, hitberto hostile to Prussia, might 
be won. The full effect of this ])roposal was not seen until later. 
Prussia’s power was not immediately increased, owing to the 
distrust wliich Bismarck’s career inspired in the minds of Liberals. 
It seems likely that Bismarck did not now fear universal suff*rage, 
as he had seen how favorably it had worked in France for a 
despotic Emperor. 

Fjven after this there was delay. Bismarck was still waiting 
for the provocation to come from Austria, He wished to throw 
upon her the odium of beginning the civil war which he was doing 
everything in his power to render inevitable. At last the moment 
came. On June 1, 18(5(), Austria brought the Schlcswdg-Hol«t^n 
question before the Diet. At Qiice Bismarck declared that this 
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iwas a breach of the Treaty of Gastcin. That agreement was, 
jtTiercfore, void and Prussian troops were sent into Holstein, 
'Austria’s jurisdiction. Austria on June 11 moved in the Diet 
that the Federal forces be sent against Prussia. Prussia an- 
nounced to the other states that every vote in favor of this 
motion would be regarded as a declaration of war. On June 14 
the vote was taken and the motion carried. Pronouncing this 
levying of war by the Confederation against one of its members 
illegal, Prussia declared the Confederation dissolved, again 
brought forward her reform plans, and prepared for immediate 
actioTl. 

Thus the German civil war began. Bismarck had brought 
about his dream of a conflict between peoples of the same race 
to determine the question of control. It proved to be one of 
the shortest wars in history, one of tlie most decisive, and one 
whose consequences were most momentous. It is called the ^even 
Weeks’ War. It began June 16, 1866, was virtually decided 
on July 3d, was brought to a close before the end of that montli 
by the preliminary Peace of Nikolshurg, July 26th, which was 
followed a month later by the definitive Peace of Prague, August 
,23. Prussia liad no German allies of any importance. Several 
of the North German states sided with her, but these were small 
and their armies were unimportant. On tlic other hand, Austria 
was supported by the four kingdoms, Bavaria, Wiirtemberg, 
Saxony, and Hanover; also by Hesse-Cassel, Hesse-Darmstadt, 
Nassau, and Baden. But Prussia had one important ally, Italy, 
without whose aid she might not have won the victory. The 
Prussian army, however, was better prepared. For years the 
rulers of Prussia had been pre]:)aring for war, perfecting the 
army down to the minutest detail, and with scientific tliorough- 
ness, and when tlie war began it was absolutely ready. More- 
over, it was directed by tlie greatest military genius Europe had 
seen since Napoleon, General von Moltke. Moltkc had studied 
profoundly Napoleon’s methods. A thorougli master of the 
principles of war, he was yiarticularly remarkable as an organizer. 
He had carefully worked out the relation to war of the modern 
means of rayiid communication, the railway and the telegraph. 
Devoting endless time and thought to elaborate, minute prep- 
aration, so that it happened that no army ever in history had 
been able to get under way with the quickness of^the one he 
commanded, he also displayed audacity in action. He had, more- 
over, under him men similarly trained in theory, in the actual 



THE AUSTRO--PRUSSIAN WAR 


227 


handling of troops, and with similar qualities of intelligence, 
judgment, and daring. 

On the other hand, the Austrian army had as commander 
Beiicdek, who said of liimself that he could command a division, 
but felt unable to command an army, forced, however, by loyalty 
to the Kmperor to accept a command wliich lie had at first re- 
fused. His army also had no such perfection of organization 
as had that of Prussia. Moreover, Austria liad two enemies to 
fight — one in front, Prussia ; one in the rear, Italy, a condition 
always full of danger. 

Prussia had many enemies. Being absolutely prepared, while 
lier enemies were not, she could assume the offensive, and this 
was the cause of her first victories. War began June IGtIi.i 
Within three days Prussian troops had occupied Hanover, 
Dresden, and Cassel, the capitals of her tliree Nortli German 
enemies. The Hanoverian army defeated the Prussian at 
Langensalza June 27t[i, but was com|>elled to capitulate two 
days later, the Prussians having received large reinforcements. 
The King of Hanover and tlie Elector of Hesse were taken 
])risoncrs of war. All North Germany was now controlled by 
Prussia, and within two weeks of the opening of the war she was 
ready to attempt the great plan of ^Moltke, an invasion of 
Bohemia. The rapidity of the campaign struck Europe with 
amazement. Moltke sent three armies by different routes into, 
Bohemia, and on July *3, 1866, one of the great battles of history, 
that of Kdniggratz, or Sadowa, was fought. Each army num- 
bered over 200, OOO, the Prussians outnumbering the Austrians, 
though not at tlie beginning. Since the battle of Leipsic in 
181J, so many troops had not been engaged in a single conflict. 
King ^Villiam, Bismarck, Boon, and Moltke took U[) their posi- 
tion on a hill, whence they could view the scene. The battle was 
long and doubtful. Beginning early in the morning, it con- 
tinued for hours, fought with terrific fury, the Prussians making 
no advance against tlie Austrian artillery. Uy) to two o’clock 
it seemed an Austrian victory, but with the arrival of the Prus- 
sian Crown Prince Avith his army the issue was turned, and at 
half-past three the Austrians were beaten and their retreat began. 
They had lost over forty thousand men, while the Prussian loss 
was about ten thousand. The Prussian army during the ne^,t 
three weeks* advanced to within sight of the spires of Vienna. 

On June 24th the Austrians had been victorious ovef"'T:he 
Italians at Custozza. Yet the Italians had helped Prussia in 
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detaining 80, 000 Austrian troops, which, had they been at 
I Koniggratz, would probably have turned the day. llie Italian 
fleet was also defeated by the Austrian at Lissa, July 20th. 

Prussia still had enemies, the Confederate armies, and the 
troops of the South German states, notably Bavaria. But she 
made cKiually short work of these obstacles. The Bavarian army 
was defeated at Kissingen July lOtli. Pinally Frankfort, hitherto 
the seat of the German Confederation, was entered July 16th. 
iTlie southern states sued for peace. 

The causes of the overthrow of Austria were numerous. Some 
have already been indicated. The armies which Moltke com- 
manded w^ere among the best that had ever appeared upon the 
field of battle, and they were directed by a single master-mind 
which gave coherence and harmony to their movements. The 
Austrian army, on the other hand, was, in point of military in- 
struction, inferior. Moreover, it was not pervaded by the same 
single, national enthusiasm. Austria was not a single people, 
but a collection of ])eoples, who were separated by jealousies and 
animosities, and the army exemplified these divisions. Tlie Hun-^ 
garians gave no enthusiastic support, for, since 1849, tliey had 
been alienated from the Empire which had taken away their 
Constitution. The Slavs were lukewarm, hating the Government^ 
of Vienna, which was largely German. The allies of Austria iiw 
Germany were poorly ecjuij)ped, poorly commanded, and unable 
to co-operate heartily. Again, while the Austrian artillery and 
cavalry were superior to the Prussian, the infantry was ecjuipped 
with a weapon far inferior. The ‘‘ needle gun is king,” said the 
London Tiuu*s after the news of Koniggriitz. This gun was 
superior to the Austrian in that, being more easily loaded, it 
could be discharged four or five times a minute, while the Aus- 
trian gun could be discharged only once. In almost all the 
encounters of the war the losses were pro])ortionate to the 
rapidity of fire. Again, the tactics of the Austrians increased 
their losses immensely. They fought in serried ranks, while the 
Prussians, having learned that the progress in firearms rendered 
such methods very costly, fought in loose order, taking advantage 
of the inequalities of surface, and of the protection afforded by 
trees and thickets. 

The results of the Seven Weeks’ War were momentous. Fear- 
ing the intervention of Europe, and ])articularly that* of France, 
which was threatened, and which might rob tlie victory of its 
fruits, Bismarck wished to make peace at once, and consecjuently 
offered very lenient terms to Austria. His moderation was 
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bitterly opposed by the military leaders of Prussia,^ but finally 
won the day, and the Preliminaries of Nikolsburg were agreed 
to, July 26th. Austria was to cede Venetia to Italy, but was to 
lose no other territory. She was to pay a small indemnity and 
was to withdraw permanently from the German Confederation, 
which, indeed, was to cease to exist. She was to allow Prussia 
to organize and lead a new confederation, composed of those 
states which were north of the river Main. The South German 
states were left free to act as they cliose. Thus Germany, north* 
of the Main, was to be united. 

Having accoinplislied this, Prussia proceeded to make im- 
portant annexations to her own territory. The Kingdom o7" 
Hanover, the Duchies of Nassau and Hesse-Cassel, and the free 
city of Frankfort, as well as the Duchies of Schleswig and Hol- 
, stein, were incorporated in the Prussian kingdom. Her popul^ 
tion was thereby increased by over four and a half million new 
^^^subjects, and tlius was about twenty-four million. Her terri- 
tory was increased by thirteen hundred square miles, almost a 
, fourth of her former area. Her western and eastern provinces 
were thus finally united by the absor])tion of those states that 
lay between, and she now gained a coliesion she had always lacked. 
^Slie henceforth controlled the northern coast of Germany, with 
brief gaps, from Russia to Holland. There was no thought of 
having the people of these stales vote on the question of an- 
nexation, as had been done in Italy, and in Savoy and Nice. 
They were annexed forthwith by right of military conquest. 
Reigning houses ceased to rule on order from Berlin. With 
singular fatuity European nations allowed the swift consumma- 
tion of these changes, which altered the balance of power and the 
map of Europe — a mistake that France in particular was to 
repent most bitterly. I do not like this dethronement of 
dynasties,” said the Tsar, but he failed to express his dislike in 
action. “ 

1 This is explicitly asserted by Bismarck in one of the most dramatic 
sections of his Reflections and Reminiscences (II, 47-54). On the other 
hand the correctness of his assertion has been subjected to very damaging 
criticism by Professor Max Lenz. Sec l^enz, Zur Kritik dev Oedanken und 
Erinnermufen des Fiirsten Bismarck, 58-132. 

^ The Russian Government, declaring that, as the German Confederation 
had been founded in 1815 by the Congress of Vienna, to which all the powers 
were ])arties, it could not be abolished by Prussia alone, proposed a new 
international congress to settle the terms of peace. Against this proposal 
Bismarck assumed an attitude so highly belligerent, threatening war d ou- 
trance, that it was dropped. 
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^ Bismarck, now wishing the support of the Liberals in his 
‘future work, came before the Chamber of Deputies and asked 
and received an indemnity for having governed without a budget. 
Thus he recognized the rights of tlie Chamber under the Consti- 
tution. But this action was more formal than real. The Crown 
had won these amazing successes in the face of the bitter oppo- 
sition of the Chamber, opposition to tlie reorganization of the 
army, to the war with Denmark, and to tlie war with Austria. 
The Crown had defeated Parliament’ morally, as well as practi- 
cally. The confidence of the German people in parliamentary 
government was seriously undermined. 

I The German Confederation, established in 1815, disappeared 
forever in the cataclysm of 1866. The Diet of Frankfort was 
no more. Austria w^as excluded from Germany by the Treaty 
of Prague. There was now formed a new confederation, more 
limited geographically, but of far greater power than the old — 
a real federal state. This North German Confederation included 
all Germany north of the river Main, twenty-two states in all: 
i.e,, two kingdoms, Prussia and Saxony ; ten duchies, seven prin- 
cipalities, and the free cities of Hamburg, Liibcck, and Bremen. 
Not included were Bavaria, Wiirtemberg, Baden, and that part 
of Hessc-Darmstadt south of the boundary river. 

The Constitution of this new state merits examination, as, 
with certain slight and formal changes, it was later to become 
the constitution of the German Empire. Bismarck was its author. 
After some amendments were made in it with Prussia’s consent, it 
was accepted by the Governments of the several states, and was 
^ then submitted in 1867 to a National Assembly choser\ by man- 
hood suffrage for the purpose. Passed by this body with some 
slight alterations, it was finally ratified without further amend- 
ment by the legislatures of the several states. 

The new federal organization was to consist of a President, 
the King of Prussia, of a Federal Council (Biindesrat), and 
a Parliament (Reichstag). The Federal Council was really the 
old Diet of Frankfort, preserved in the new scheme. It was 
to be composed of delegates sent by the sovereigns of the different 
states, to be recalled at their pleasure, bound by instructions 
given them by their princes. Tlie voting power of the different 
states was fixed arbitrarily and not according to population, 
differing from the Senate of the United States in that the number 
of votes allotted the different states greatly varied. There 
were to be 43 votes in all. Of these Prussia was to have 17, 
Saxony 4, Mecklenburg-Schwerin and Brunswick 2, each of the 
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others 1. In order to have a majority, Prussia would have to 
gain the support of five little principalities, which she could easily 
do. In regard to military organization, no change might be 
made in the laws without the consent of Prussia. 

Associated with this Bundesrat, or Covincil of Princes, as it 
really was, was the Reichstag, or Parliament, composed of 297 ! 
members, elected by direct manhood suffrage and by secret ballot,/ 
for three years. Of the two bodies tlie Reichstag was much the 
less important, therein differing from the popularly elected 
chamber in other countries. The empliasis in this new organiza- 
tion of Germany was put upon the princes, the sovereigns, not 
upon the peo])le. Tlie people were given a place in the system, 
but a subordinate one. Bismarck always considered tlie Bundes- 
rat the key to the Constitution. Large powers of legislation 
were given to the new government. All laws and all taxes must 
pass both chambers. 

The new Constitution went into force July 1, 1867. “Let 
us work quickly,” Bismarck said, while the Constitution was under 
discussion, “let us put Germany in the saddle; she will soon 
learn to ride,” another Bismarckian prophecy destined to come 
true. Germany now entered u])on a period of remarkable prog- 
ress, which continued down to the outbreak of the World 
War. Legislative activity sii])])lemented and clinched the tri- 
umphs of diplomacy and war. The old Confederation had 
failed in two particulars, said Bismarck in the Parliament 
of 1867: it had failed to insure the national safety, and it 
had failed to develop adeejuately the ])r()sperity of the nation. 
These were not to be the failures of the new. Its military 
strength was amply assured. The armies of the different 
states were now all organized on the Prussian model, with 
the J^resident of the Confederation as chief. He now com- 
manded an army of 800,000 men. Moreover, Bismarck 
was able, by phtving upon their fear of France, to induce the 
South German states to enter into a military alliance, offensive 
and defensive, with the North German Confederation. This in- 
creased the army to over a million. In a military sense Germany 
was unified. 

Laws were rapidly passed aiming to increase the material 
well-being, to enlist firmly on the side of the new experiment 
the capitalil^t, industrial classes. The growth of the modern in- 
dustrial system had been, as we have seen, one of the forces 
making for unity. It had greatly helped to create the situation 
in which Bismarck had been able to work so effectively. The 
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business world now demanded that the state reward it by the 
Fremoval of many restrictions which had survived the Zollverein 
land which hampered economic activity. Certain laws w^hich re- 
jstricted the free movement of the people were repealed, pass- 
ports being suppressed, tlie absolute, unqualified right of every 
citizen to reside anywhere in the Confederation guaranteed. This 
aided industries by providing them a free and mobile labor mar- 
ket. In place of the medley of weights and measures of the 
different states, which were a hindrance to commerce, a uniform 
plan was adopted, based upon the metric and decimal systems. 
A single monetary system was also decreed in place of the great 
variety of currencies in vogue. The formation of business cor-^ 
porations was encouraged. liaws limiting the rate of interest* 
were abolished. The postal system was reorganized. Commercial* 
treaties were made with otlier nations. Workingmen were given 
the right to form unions. The results of all tliis activity were 
notable. The pecuniary advantage of large and influential classes*^ 
lay in the success of tlie Confederation. Elconomic life bound 
the different states every 3 ^ear more tightly together. 

Meanwhile Germans were biding tlie time when by tlie addition 
of the South German states the political unity would be com- 
plete. This was to be tlie result of the Franco-German war 
of 1870. 



CHAPTER XIII, 

THE TRANSFORMATION OF THE SECOND EMPIRE 

We have traced the rise of Italy, tlie rise of Prussia. We 
liave now to trace the decline and fall of the French Empire. 
The history of that Empire from its foundation in 1852 to 1860 
has been described. It was a period of despotic government, 
and of great and uninterrupted success. The })eriod from 1860 
to 1870 witnesses the gradual transformation of the Empire from 
autocracy to liberalism, the rise of a vigorous party of opposi- 
tion, a disastrous foreign policy, a growing demoralization witliin 
the state, and a final, tragic collapse. 

The turning point in the history of the Empire was the 
Italian war. However beneficial to Italy, that war raised up 
for Napoleon a host of enemies in France. One of its features 
h^ been the attack upon tlie temporal power of the Papacy. 
That power was not overtlirown in fact, but it was in principle. 
The Pope had lost most of his states, the rest were in danger. 
Catholics were bitter in tlieir denunciation of Napoleon. This 
was most damaging for him, as liis strongest supporters had 
hitherto been the clergy, the clerical press, and the faithful. 
But other groups also were offended: monarchists, because of 
the overthrow of the kingdom of Naples and tlie duchies; pa- 
triots of various affiliations and members of the liberal constitu- 
tional party in Parliament, because they believed the erection 
of a strong state to the southeast of France prejudicial to her 
best interests, it being better to have several weak states as 
neighbors than a single strong one. 

Only the democratic })arty in France seemed pleased with 
this venture, and for reasons that might well give the Emperor 
pause. This was the smallest of all the parties. It was by its 
fundamental principles opposed to the very existence of the 
Empire. To find partisans of an Italian war, one must seek 
them in those circles which are plotting the overthrow of the 
Empire,” an official had reported to the Emperor before ever 
the war had begun. These democrats approved a war against 
Austria, the traditional opponent of liberalism. They favored 
a war that might damage anotlier enemy of theirs, the Roman 
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Catholic Churcli. They applauded it warmly because its ten- 
dency seemed to be inevitably democratic and anti-’clerical. They 
were pleased to have the lim])eror enter upon a doubtful ad- 
venture, believing that one adventure might lead to others, that 
he would alienate former supporters, and would therefore be 
forced to seek new ones, and that thus a situation favorable to 
themselves might be created. But even they were disappointed 
at the outcome of the war and were therefore critical. The 
Austrians were still in Venetia; the Pope was still in Rome. 

The Emperor’s reputation as a ruler, of intelligent views and 
of decision of character, was damaged both at liome and abroad. 
As tlie war progressed it revealed the lack in its author of any 
definite purpose to be vigorously adhered to, Napoleon III 
at first agreeing to drive the Austrians out of the peninsula 
and to free Italy from the Alps to the Adriatic, then stopping 
midway in the process and dictating the Preliminaries of Villa- 
franca and tlie Peace of Zurich, only to permit them both to 
become immediately dead letters, and watching the revolution, 
unchained by his act, progress until the most sweeping change 
in Italian history had been effected and unification had been 
practically achieved. By a policy, alternately so reckless and 
so pusillanimous, he lessened his prestige, for lie showed that 
though he could inaugurate momentous movements, he had not 
the ])ower or sagacity or courage to control them. By partici-' 
pating in the overthrow of long-established, legitimate govern- 
ments, he made legitimate governments everywliere suspicious and 
even hostile; by declaring that he was seeking only justice and* 
not aggrandizement and then adding Savoy and Nice to Fh'ance 
as payment for his services, he alienated Fhigland, as well as 
other states, which saw only hypocrisy in his acts and which 
feared that he was desirous of repeating the jiolicy of conquest 
of his illustrious uncle. Such was the outcome of a policy, fortu- 
nate for the Italians, unfortunate for the Emjieror. The next 
decade is a long commentary iqion Napoleon’s initial error. 
For ten years he was to experience to the full the embarrass- 
ments created by his ill-advised Italian policy. 

It was at this time that in a diff*erent sphere he offended 
another powerfvil interest at home. He made in 1860, with un-* 
.usual secrecy, a treaty of commerce with England. This treaty 
involved a great reduction of duties on many articles, and was a 
step in the direction of free trade. While popular with political 
economists, and while probably advantageous to France as a 
whole, it was bitterly resented by the great manufacturers, who, 
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given no warning and therefore no time to adapt tliemselves to 
ciianged conditions, believed that they would be utterly ruined. 
vFour hundred of them came to Paris to seek an audience with 
the Emperor in order to present their cause. They were un- 
successful. The audience was not granted, but they published 
a vehement protest against the new policy. ‘‘ We are about 
to be condemned without having been heard.” But w^hile the 
manufacturers were indignant, many in France were grateful, 
notably tlie wine producers, who, according to the new treaty, 
would have a larger market in Pnigland than ever. But the 
Emperor had tlius by 1860 offended large and influential classes: 
»»Catliolics in their beliefs by his Italian policy; manufacturers, 
protectionists, in their interests by his treaty of commerce, a 
treaty which, it was declared, sacrificed French interests to 
English, as the war, it was likewise declared, had subordinated 
the welfare of France to that of Italy. 

Feeling that he was losing strength with the Conservatives, 
Napoleon now began to seek the support of the Liberals, hitherto 
his bitter opponents. This was the beginning of the so-called 
Liberal Empire, marked, as the years went, by ever greater con- 
cessions, until at the end the character of the government was 
^completely transformed. Thus in 1859 Napoleon issued an 
amnesty which permitted the Republicans who had been driven' 
from France by the coup d’etat of 1851 to return. Many were* 
prisoners in Algeria, in Guiana. IMany were exiles in Belgium, 
Switzerland, Pmgland. From these countries the exiles now came 
back, but not all of them. I shall return.” said Victor Hug o. 

w hen Liberty returns. ” 

Napoleon next took a stej) which seemed to indicate that 
he was finally to enter upon the work of crowning his regime 
with liberty, which he had declared to be the ideal of the Napo- 
rleonic system. In November 1860 he slightly enlarged the powder 
of the legislature. By the decree of November 24th he gave 
the Senate and Legislative Body the right at the opening of 
each session to frame an address to the monarch in reply to 
his address from the throne. Such w^as the custom in England, 
and such had been the custom in France under the parliamentary 
monarchy from 1815 to 1848. This gave the legislature the 
chance once a year to discuss the w^hole policy of the Govern- 
ment, as each phrase of the address was being composed and 
debated. Everything could be passed in review at that time. 
Another innovation, hardly less noteworthjs was made at the 
Vsame time. A full stenographic report of the sessions of the 
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Legislative Body was henceforth to be publislied. The people 
were no longer to be required to content themselves with a 
concise, dry, analytical report of these sessions, relegated to the 
most obscure part of the newspaper, but now the olocpience of tlie 
jChamber might be known to all the country, impassioned, in- 
Icisive, instructive. Another article provided that lienceforthi 
'ministers, representing the Governmenl, sliould appear before the 
' Chambers authorized to explain and defend its policy. 

Though by this famous decree Napoleon III divested himself 
of none of his prerogatives, nevertheless the importance of Parlia- 
ment was henceforth increased. Tliis was the first and most 
important of the successive steps in the evolution of the auto- 
cratic into the liberal Empire. But the Emperor was mistaken 
in sup])osing tliat he could win the Liberals to his side. He 
was simply giving them greater opportunities for ppposition. 
l^der the operation of this decree parliamentary life awoke again 
in France. Communication between the Legislative Body and 
the country, broken since 1852, was re-established. Extraor- 
dinary interest was shown by the people in the next session of 
that chamber, which was cliaracterized by much brilliant oratory 
and keen criticism. It was noted with surprise that many of 
the most eft’ective speeches were directed against this or that 
phase of the imperial government. Tlie EmjHU’or had evoked a 
spirit which it would be difficult to sup])ress. The Opposition 
in the chamber was snu\ll numerically, but was aggressive. That 
it produced some effect was shown by the next elections, those 
of 1863, when its number increased from five to thirty-five, of 
whom seventeen were out-and-out Rej)ublicans. This was, of 
course, a powerless minority in a chamber of nearly 260 members. 
3ut the popular vote was significant. The opponents of the 
Empire, Catholics, Protectionists, Monarchists, Kepublicans, had 
.obtained about two million votes — almost a third of those cast. 

It was just this time, when various difficulties were arising 
about him more troublesome than any which he had previously 
encountered, that Napoleon chose for another enterprise most 
unnecessary, most reckless, and in the end most disastrous. lie 
undertook to erect an empire five thousand miles away, in a 
country of which he knew but little, and in which political insti- 
tutions had for half a century rested on a very shifting basis — 
Mexico. 

England, Spain, and France had certain grievances against 
Mexico for her unjust treatment of their citizens resident there, 
and when the Mexican government suspended by arbitrary de- 



THE MEXICAN EXPEDITION 


237 


crec the payment of interest on bonds lield abroad, tliey pro- 
ceeded to organize an intervention. They were tlie more able 
to do this than in ordinary times, owing to tlie fact tliat the 
United States, the natural opponent of any sucli intervention, 
was then involved in a civil war that forbade her attempting to| 
prevent it. Consequently, in October 18(51, tliese three powers 
signed the Treaty of Lojidoji agreeing upon joint intervention 
for the sole purpose of securing adequate protection for 
Europeans resident in Mexico, and the j)ro])er discharge of 
financial obligations incurred by tliat country by previous 
^treaties. The Allies expressly stated tliat they had no intention 
of making territorial conquests or of overthrowing the existing 
Mexican government, whicli was a republic under Juarez as 
president. The expedition was sent out, arriving in December 
1861 and January 1862. But by A])ril it became clear to Spain 
and England that France had distinctly other purposes in thii| 
affair than those stated in the treaty of alliance. Napoleon’^ 
real intentions, shortly apparent, Avere the oA^erthrow of the 
republic and the establishment of a monarchy in Mexico under ai, 
European prince. The English and Spaniards would giA^e no 
sanction to such a scheme, and consequently entirely Avithdrew 
in April 1862. The exjiedition tioav became one purely French. 
The question of financial honesty on the part of Mexico A\"as 
lost sight of, and a Avar began, a Avar of aggression, entirely 
uncalled for, but a Avar which in the end jiunished its author more 
than it did the Mexicans, one of the most dishonorable, as it AA\as 
one of the most costi}' and disastrous, for the Second Empire. 

Napoleon III Avas a man of ideas, a man of imagination, Avith 
a mind ranging boldly and far at times. His ideas Avere fre- 
quently grandiose, yet vague and dim, his imagination liATly, 
yet fretjuently unsound, suj^erficia), decej)tive. While a ])risoner 
in the fortress of Ham he had Avritten and ])ublished a pamphlet 
concerning America. In this he proclaimed the necessity of 
digging a great canal to connect the Atlantic and Pacific. On 
it a “ ncAV Constantinople ” might arise, near the borders of 
North America and South America, as ancient Byzantium had 
arisen at the point Avhere pAirope and Asia meet. The founder 
of such a place might work out for the new world what had 
been Avorked out in Euro])e — an eejuilibrium of the different 
forces — by ' strengthening the enfeebled Latin element and hem- 
ming in the overflowing Angfo-Saxon element. 

The theory of nationalities would thus win another victory. 
Latins would hold in check the aggressive Anglo-Saxons. The 
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colonies of Spain and France would be more secure, Frencli 
commerce would find new outlets, the materials for French in- 
dustries would be more easily procured. And, said Napoleon, 

We shall have established our beneficent influence in the center 
of America.” Another reason may have influenced the Emperor. 
T’hc Republic of Mexico had in some of its legislation deeply 
offended the Roman Catholic Church. Might he not win back 
the favor of Catholics forfeited by his Italian expedition by 
aindertaking this one? 

This expedition for the overthrow of the Mexican Republic, 
pronounced by courtiers “ the grandest thought of the reign,” 
was a long drawn out folly. The French troops were checked 
at Puebla on May 5, 1862 — the first military defeat of the 
Empire. Bjit, reinforced, they were victorious, and General 
Forey, the French commander, called together an assembly of 
Mexican notables of the opposition party, which decreed that 
Mexico should henceforth be an Empire, and which offered the 
imperial crown to Archduke Maximilian of Austria, brother 
of Francis Joseph, since 1818 Emperor of Austria. This 
assembly represented, ])erha])s J5(),0()() people out of about 
7,000,000. It offered a fatal gift. This young prince of thirty- 
one was of attractive and po])ular manners, and of liberal ideas. 
Young, handsome, versatile, half poet, half scientist, he was 
living in a suj)crb palace, Miramar, overlooking the Mediter- 
ranean, amid his collections, his objects of art, and with the sea, 
which was his passion, always before him. From out of this 
enchanting retreat he now emerged to become the central figure 
of a short and frightful tragedy. Mexico lured him to his doom, 
f Influenced by his own ambition and that of his s])irited wife, 
Carlotta, daughter of Leo})old I, King of Belgium, and receiving 
definite promises of French military sup])ort until 1867, he 
accepted the imperial crown and arrived in Mexico in May 1861. 

This entire project, born in the brain of Napoleon III, was 
to prove hopeless from the start, disastrous to all who partici- 
pated in it, to the new Emperor and Empress, and to Naj)oleon. 
The difficulties confronting the new monarch were insuperable. 
A guerilla warfare was carried on successfully by Juarez, using 
up the French soldiers and putting them on the defensive. Even 
the communications of the French army with the sea were 
seriously threatened. Maximilian at last issued a‘ decree that 
/any enemies taken with arms would-be summarily shot — a decree 
that made him hated by all Mexicans, and that gave to the war 
’ a character of extreme atrocity. A greater danger threatened 
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the new empire when General Lee surrenderejcj _at Appomattox 
The United States haJ looked from the first with disapprobation 
upon Napoleon’s project, that the Civil War was over, 

she threatened intervention. Napoleon was unwilling to risk a 
conflict with this country, and consequently promised to with- 
draw his troops speedily from Mexico. Maximilian could not 
remain long an Emperor witliout Napoleon’s support. His wife, 
Carlotta, returning to Europe to persuade Napoleon in frantic 
personal interviews not to desert them, received no promise of 
support from the man who had planned the whole adventure, 
and in the fearful agony of her contemplation of the impending 
doom of her husband became insane. Maximilian was taken by; 
tlie Mexicans and shot June 19, 1867. The phantom empire 
vanished. 

~ A most expensive enterprise for the French Em])eror! It had 
eaten into the financial resources of France, already badly dis- 
organized. It had p^vented his playing a part in decisive events 
occurring in central Europe in 1864-66, in the Danish war, 
and the Austro-Prussian war, the outcome of which was to alter 
so seriously the importance of France in Europe by the exalta- 
tion of an ambitious, aggressive, and powerful military state, 
^Prussia. It had damaged him morally before Europe by the 
desertion of liis proteges to an appalling fate before the threats 
of tlie United States, His army had once been repelled, before 
Puebla in 1862, the first military defeat in his reign. He had 
squandered uselessly his military resources and had increased 
the national debt. It has been asserted that the jM exic^m war 
was as disastrous, for Napoleon III as the Spanish war had 
been for Napoleon I. 

In 1868, after the great humiliation resulting from the 
Mexican war and from the futile attempts to play an effective 
])art in European diplomacy in the crowded years of 1864-68, 
which will be described later, Napoleon III, feeling greatly the 
need of new sources of strength, could only turn to the Liberals 
with still larger concessions. Other motives influenced him to go 
farther in this direction than he had previously gone. He had 
declared at tlie beginning of his reign tliat autocratic power 
was to be merely provisional, that liberty should crown the edi- 
fice. Liberal-minded by nature, he saw that he could not safely 
postpone the day. Time was passing. Sixteen years had gone 
by and the system of 1852 was* still almost entirely intact. More- 
over, he was now becoming prematurely old, and was suffering 
acutely from disease, a fact that must be borne in mind hence- 
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forth as helping to explain the vacillation and languor at critical 
times of this man, who had previously acted with decision and 
promptness. Self-interest also would be served in another way. 
As his policy was now sadly compromised in every way, tliere 
would be (‘vident advantage in making the assembly, the people, 
"■'share tlie resj)onsibility with himself. In 1807 the right of inicr-^ 
pcllation was granted tlie Chamber, which gave its members 
the power to question the ministers concerning their acts and 
policies at any moment. In 1808, upon the Em])eror’s recomV 
niendation, a law was passed freeing the {)ress from a considerable 
number of restrictions that had previously weighted it ; also a 
law })ermitting, under certain elaborate conditions, the right of^ 
I holding })ublic meetings. 

The Em])ire had thus entered upon a frankly liberal path. 
The result was not to strengthen, but greatly to weaken it.» 
Many new journals were founded, in which it was assailed with- 
amazing bitterness. A remarkable freedom of speech charac- 
jterizes the last two years of Napoleon’s reign. A movement to 
I erect a monument to a Republican deputy, Baudin, who had been 
’.shot on the barricades in 1851 at the time of tlie coup d’etat, 
seemed to the Government to be too insulting. It prosecuted 
the men who were conducting the subscription. One of these 
was defended by a brilliant, impassioned young lawyer and 
orator from the south of France, thirty years of age, who was 
shortly to be great figure in politics, a founder of the Third 
Republic. ^^himbettUf conducted himself not as a lawyer defend- 
ing his client, but as an avenger of the wrongs of France for the 
past seventeen years, imjieaching bitterly the entire reign of 
Napoleon III. Particularly did he dwell uj)on the date of Decem- 
ber 2d. The coup d’etat, he said, was carried through by a 
crowd of unknown men without talent, without honor, and 
hopelessly involved in debts and crimes.” These men pretend 
to have saved society. Do you save a country when you lay 
parricidal hands upon it?” I’he end of this remarkable dis- 
course remains famous : “ Listen, you who for seventeen years 
have been absolute master of France. The thing that char- 
acterizes you best, because it is evidence of your own remorse, 
is the fact that you have never dared to say: We will place 
among the solemn festivals of France, we will celebrate as a 
national anniversary, the Second of December. . . Well! this 
anniversary we will take for ourselves ; we will observe it always, 
always without fail; every year it shall be the anniversary of 
our dead, until the day wlien the country, having become master 
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itself once more, shall impose upon you the great national ex- 
piation in the name of liberty, equality, and fraternity.” 

This address had a prodigious effect. Nothing so defiant, 
so contemptuous of the Government, liad been heard in France 
since 1851. Though Gambetta’s client lost liis case, it was gen- 
erally felt that the Phnpirc emerged from that court-room soundly 
beaten. It was clear that there was a party in existence bent 
upon revenge, and willing to use all the privileges a now liberal 
Phiiperor might grant, not gratefully, but as a means of com- 
pletely annihilating the very Piinpire, a Rej)ublican party, ag- 
gressive, and growing, already master of Paris, and organizing 
in the departments. 

There was also in existence another party which played a 
commanding and decisive part in the closing years of the reign, 
the Third Party, so called from the fact that it stood between 
the thorough-going supporters of the Em})ire and the Republi- 
cans, its active enemies. This party was willing to su])port the 
Phnpire loyally if Napoleon would make it frankly and com- 
pletely liberal, that is, if he would substitute a comjiletely parlia- 
mentary system of government for personal rule. This })arty 
was led by Ollivier, formerly a Rejiublican. 

Two policies were now urged upon Napoleon, one by those of 
his immediate circle — a return to the strong measures of 1852^ 
a renouncement of all com])romises with the Liberals ; the other, 
the one advocated by the Third Party. The elections of 18(59 
reinforced the latter by showing that, though 4,138,()()() votes 
had been cast for the official candidates, »‘i,»‘J55,000 had been 
cast for those op])osed. Napoleon ado])ted the plan of thC'^ 
r Third Party, and by a senafus consulium of September 8, 18(59, 
supplemented by another of April 20, 1870, the political system 
,qif the Empire was comjdetely transformed. The Senate was 
deprived of its powers as guardian of the Constitution, and be- 
came a law-making chamber sim])ly. The Legislative Body be- 
came coin])lete master of itself, having the right to choose its 
own officers, to make its own rules, to initiate legislation, and to 
demand ex])lanations of the ministers, who were declared respon- 
sible. Finally, on January 2, 1870, Ollivier^ was himself made 
^a^ of the ministvjf, nnd was sup]mrted by a majority oC'^he 
Chaniber. Ollivier felt that he could assure the Emperor a 

happy old age,” and liis son a quiet accession to the throne. 

The approval of the ])eople was now sought for these changes. 
As the Constitution of 1852 had been ratified by popular vote, 
ought not the Constitution of 1870, so })rofoundly altered in 
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the course of the last ten years, to be likewise approved? Be- 
lieving that a vote of France on all these changes would only 
consolidate them and put bcliind the Emperor an immense pop- 
ular support, tlius enabling him easily to dominate all the hostile 
parties which had recently become so aggressive and annoying, 
Napoleon now invited the people to vote on this proposition: 

The French nation approves the liberal reforms made in the 
Constitution since 1860, and ratifies the senatus considtnm of 
April 20, 1870.” Then followed the Constitution in forty-five 
articles, assuring, among other things, the transmission of the 
t imperial dignity in the direct lino of Napoleon III. The plebis- 
icite took place May 8, 1870, and resulted overwlielmingly in 
favor of the Empire; 7,358,786 voted yc^; 1,571,939 voted no. 
Napoleon III could claim that lie had as many supporters in 
1870 as in 1852. TbjaJLiepublicans, a small minority, opposed 
this plebiscite, not because thej’ did not believe in tlie riglit of 
the people to rule, but because tliey considered it in this case 
a mere trick to gain an apparent absolution for the sins of the 
Empire. Every one must approve the reforms, but would not 
such a vote mean that reform need go no further? Now, said 
Gambetta, only one form of government adequately expresses 
universal suffrage — the Republic. This party, revolutionary 
in its aims, appeared now to be utterly discredited by the great 
success of the Empire in the plebiscite. Yet its victory was very 
near. %The Empire, seemed solidly re-establislied upon the con- 
fidence of the people. In less than three months, however, it had 
declared a war against Prussia, in the midst of which it utterly 
collapsed and was succeeded by the Republic. To understand the 
reasons for this sudden and complete downfall, it is necessary 
to survey the diplomacy of the period just preceding 1870, and 
to describe the general and immediate causes of that war. 



CHAPTER XIV 


THE FRANCO-GERMAN WAR 

Concerning that diplomacy much is known but much remains 
obscure. Not until tlie archives of France and Germany, the 
])apers of Napoleon III, William I, Bismarck, and their min- 
isters and agents are freely given to the world will it stand forth 
fully revealed. Yet fragmentary and unsatisfactory as our in- 
formation is, the broad outlines of the story can be drawn with 
reasonable certitude. 

T'^p to 1862 Napoleon had been uniformly successful. He had 
defeated Russia and Austria, supposed to be the two most re- 
doubtable military powers in Europe, in tlie Crimean and Italian 
wars. In 1862, however, he entered upon the ill-starred Mexican 
expedition, the grandest thought of the reign,’’ as his courtiers 
mispronounced it. This weakened him in many ways, indicated 
above, but, particularly did it trammel him in his European 
diplomacy, at the ver}^ time when events were crowding upon 
each other thick and fast, altering profoundly the face of Europe. 
Napoleon, distracted by a wasting, distant, and inglorious war, 
was not able to act with decision in regard to the remodeling 
of central Europe, the rise of Prussia. Moreover, his intellectual 
limitations, liis lack of clear thought and persistent action, his 
half-hearted, wavering, shifting nature were now brought out 
in high relief against the liard, practical, clean-cut, restrained, 
yet ruthless character of the leader of this evolution of Gcr iiany,| 
Otto von Bismarck. His doctrine of nationalties, on which he so* 
prided Jiimself, was now to turn against liim to his own undoing. 
He had acted upon that doctrine in Italy witli the result that 
an Italian Kingdom was in existence. He now, with singular 
fatuity, helped forward the development of another state on 
the frontiers of France — ; Prussia. In tlie Schleswug-Holstein 
affair of 1864 lie secretly advised Prussia to take both duchies. 
‘‘ I shall always be consistent in my conduct,” he had said in 
1863. If I have fought for the independence of Italy, if I 
have lifted up my voice for the Polish nationalities, I cannot 
have other sentiments in Germany, nor obey other principles.” 
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The strengthening of Prussia was a far more serious matter for 
France than the strengthening of Piedmont, as Prussia held the 
left bank of the Rliine, the Rhine provinces, which Frenclimen 
jregarded as rightfully theirs. FVeiichmen protested against this 
dangerous policy of encouraging the growth of the ambitious 
. neighbor. 

In 1866 Napoleon had an excellent opportunity to recover 
from his initial mistake in Germany. In that year Prussia and 
Austria went to war, nominally over tlie question of these very 
duchies, in reality for the leadership of central Euroj)e. Bis- 
marck, long planning such a war, had been particularly anxious 
about the attitude of France, and had sought to divine the prob- 
able conduct of the F'rench Emperor, in the famous interview 
at. Biarritz (1865). We have no official details as to the result 
of that interview, but it is clear that Bismarck left it with the 
conviction that Napoleon would be neutral. This would free 
Prussia from any anxiety about her western boundary, and slie 
could throw her whole force to the south against Austria and 
her allies. It is evident that Napoleon looked forward to such 
a war between the two German ])owers with com})laccncy. He 
believed there was nothing to fear from Prussia. He even urged 
Italy to conclude the treaty with Prussia, apparently thinking 
that the two combined could hold out longer against Austria. 
Thus, in his opinion, the war would be long, exhausting both 
combatants. At the .pro])er time he could intervene, and from 
the distress of the rivals could extract gain for FVance, possibly 
the left bank of the Rhine, which Prussia might be willing to 
Relinquish in return for aid. His calculation was based upon his 
belief in the vast military superiority of Austria. The war came, 
and, contrary to expectation, it was short and swift. Prussia 
was victorious, not Austria. The battle of Koniggriitz, or 
Sadowa, July 3, 1866, was decisive. Even then it was not too 
late for an intervention. Na))olcon could have played a com- 
manding part in determining the terms of peace had he threatened 
to come to the aid of Austria, as Austria desired. His Minister 
of Foreign Aff'airs said to him July 5th: Let the Emperor make 
a simple military demonstration, and he will be astonished at the 
facility with which he will become arbiter and master of the 
l^ituation without striking a blow.” King William later said 
{that th e war of 1866 was,.thjp ruin of „E raqce^ ‘Mx^cause Napo- 
• leon should have attacked us in the rear.” This was what Bis- 
;marck most feared. 

But tlie golden hour slipped by. Napoleon missed one of the 
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greatest opportunities of his entire cai’cer. Had he refused 
to sanction the annexations of Prussia unless compensated, he 
could have secured important additions to France. Pacifically 
inclined, racked by a disease which reduced his powers of con- 
centration and decision, perhaps distrustful of his army, which 
was depicted by the Mexican cam])aign and which had no eminent 
commander, his conduct was vacillating and weak. Accomplish-V 
ing nothing for France, he yet irritated Prussia by a half measuref 
of insisting that the new confederation should not extend south]) 
of the river Main. 

The year 1866 is a turning point in tlie history of Prussia, 
of Austria, of France, of modern Europe. It pi-ofoundly altered 
the liistoric balance of power. By tl>e decisiveness of tlie cam- 
paign, and by the momentous character of its consequences,' ' 
Prussia, hitherto regarded as the least im})ortant of tlie great 
jiowers, had astounded Europe by tlie evidence of her strength. 
She possessed a remarkable army and a remarkable statesman. 
That both were tlie most powerful in Europe was not entirely 
jiroved, but the feeling was widespread that such was the case. 
The center of interest in central Eurojie shifted from Vienna to 
Berlin. The re|nitation of Napoleon III was seriously com- 
promised. The instinct of tlie French jieople saw in the battle of 
Kbniggriitz, or Sadowa, as they called it, a humiliating defeat 
for France, though it was a battle exclusively between Prussia 
and Austria, France being no party to the war. The instinct 
was largely right. At least the Peace of Prague involved and 
indicated the diminution of the authority and importance of 
France. For a reorganization so sweeping in central Pmrope, 
as the overthrow of Austria, her ex|mlsion from Germany, and 
the consolidation and aggrandizement of Prussia, a powerful 
military state, uyiset the balance of power. A feeling of alarm 
spread through P’rance. “ Revenge for Sadowa,” was a cry 
often heard henceforth. Its meaning was that if one state like 
Prussia should be increased in area and power, France also, for 
consenting to it, had a right to a proyiortionate increase, that 
the reciprocal relations might remain the same. The hold of the 
Kmperor upon his own people was greatly weakened, and Napo- 
leon knew it. To recover this, to renew liis prestige by securing 
an increase of territory, he now resorted to diplomacy, seeking 
to appeal to *1110 generosity or gratitude of Hismarck, having 
neglected to appeal to his fears. For a year negotiations went; 
on, in 1866 and 1867, between the two jiowers, looking to somej 
possible enlargement of the boundaries of France. These nego-1 
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tiations concerned, now the left bank of the Rhine, now Luxem- 
burg, now Belgium. Bismarck drew them out in order to gain 
ti me and also evidence with which to discredit Napoleon .still 
further. Then, at the ripe moment, he blocked every proposal, 
and no course was left open to the French Emperor but to adapt 
himself to liis unhappy position. But French governmental 
circles, greatly chagrined and embittered, came more and more 
^o entertain the idea of war. The Emperor tried to persuade 
France that all these changes in central Europe had really in- 
ii;reased tlie strength of France. The argument was labored, and, 
jmoreover, reacted most disastrously, for when in 1808 he urged 
Ithe reform of the French army, largely along the lines of the 
‘Prussian organization, which had proved so successful, the 
Chamber acceded only in slight part, quoting his own assertion 
that France stood in Europe stronger than ever as a result of 
the Seven Weeks’ War in Germany. Thus the one method of 
augmenting the influence of France was rejected, and Parlia- 
ment must share the res 2 )onsibility for the lack of preparation 
of 1870 with the Emperor, and Liberals must share it with Con- 
servatives. A few years earlier Napoleon might have forced 
such proposals through Parliament. In 1868 he was no longer 
in a position so to do. The Op 2 )osition was too numerous, and 
he had made too many enemies by his Italian and Mexican policies. 
Moreover, he had just increased the y^ower of the legislature. 
And not for a moment admitting that the Empire was in danger, 
he could not use the greatest of all arguments — the safety 
of tlie state. 

From 1866 to 1870 the idea that ultimately a war w^ould 
\come between Prussia and France became familiar to the peoyfle 
l$.nd governments of both countries. Many Frenchmen desired 

revenge for Sadowa.” Prussians were y^roud and elated at 
their two successful wars, and intensely conscious of their new 
yoosition in Europe. The newspaj^ers of both countries during 
the next four years were full of crimination and recrimination, 
of abuse and taunt, tlie government in neither case greatly dis- 
couraging their unwise conduct, at times even insyjiring and 
jdirecting it. Sucli an atmosphere was an excellent one for min- 
isters who wanted war to work in, and both France and Prussia 
\iad just such ministers. JBisrnarck believed such a war inevitable,, 
knd, in his o])inion, it was desirable as the only way of com- 
|)leting the unification of Germany, since Napoleon would never 
Villiugly consent to the extension of the Confederation to include 
the South German states. All that he desired was that it should 
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come at precisely the right moment, when Prussia was entirely 
ready, and that it should come by act of PraBCe, so that 
Prussia could pose before Europe as merely defending herself 
against a wanton aggressor. In his Reminiscences he avows that 
he entertained this belief as early as 1866; ‘‘That a war with 
Fran ce would succeed the war with Austria_ Jay in the logic oj 
liistory ” ; and again, “ I did not doubt that a Franco-German; 
war must take place before the construction of a United Germany 
could be realized.” The unification of Germany being his supreme 
aim, he was bound by logic and ambition to see tliat that war 
occurred. 

Unfortunately, there entered in 1870 irr^ the Foreign Office' 
of France a pronounced and bitter opponent of Prussia^ .±hei 
Duke of Gramont, a reckless and unwise politician, whose brief 
career in office whs to be very costly to his country. With two 
such willing ministers, a cause of war was not long in being 
found. It was offered in a form wliich did not directly concern 
cither Germany or France, the filling of the vacant throne of 
Spain. 

In 1868 a revolution liad occurred in Spain, which resulted 
in the overthrow and exile of the Queen, Isabella II. The Pro- 
visional Government which then arose proceeded upon the task, 
always delicate, of finding a new ruler. It chose Prince Leopold 
of Hohenzollern, a kinsman of the King of Prussia, who at first 
declined. Three times the offer of the Spanish crown was made 
to Leopold, twice in 1869, and again in Alarcli 1870. In an 
interview with Bismarck in May 1869, Benedctti, French am- 
bassador at Berlin, made it ap])arent that the candidacy of the 
Prince would be resented by France. Bismarck nevertheless 
secured from Spain a fourth offer, and Leopold this time ac- 
cej)ted, largely ])ersuaded thereto by Bismarck, who was suffi- 
ciently cognizant of the feeling of the Frencli Emperor. The 
nows that a Prussian Prince had accepted the throne of Spain 
reached Paris by way of Madrid, July 2, 1870. Listantly great 
indignation was expressed in the newspapers. The excitement in 
Paris rapidly increased. dcclaj|ed in the Chamber 

that the election of the Prince was inadmissable as “ upsetting 
to our disadvantage the present ecpiilibrium of forces in Europe,” 
and imperiling “the interests and honor of France.” To pre- 
vent it, “ woi shall discharge our duty without hesitation and 
without weakness.” Benedctti was ordered by the French Gov- 
ernment to proceed at once to Ems, a watering resort near the 
Rhine, where King William was at the time, and to make a formal 
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^demand that tlie candidacy be withdrawn. Neither Napoleon 
’IH, more and more exhausted by disease, nor the Prime 
IMinister, Ollivier, desired war, though both were anxious for a 
diplomatic victory. Nor did William I desire it. Moreover, 
^thc Governments of England, Austria, Russia, and Belgium 
labored in the interests of peace. On July 12 the candidacy 
was announced witlidrawn by tlie father of Prince Leopold.^ 

The teniuon was immccTiately relieved: the war scare was over. 
Two. men, however, were not pleased by this outcome^. Gramont 
and Bismarck. Tliis was, says a biographer of Bismarck, tlie 
severest check wliich Bismarck’s ])olicy had yet received; he had 
persuaded the Prince to accept against his will ; he liad per- 
suaded the King reluctantly to keep the negotiations secret from 
Napoleon; however oMiers might disguise the truth, lie knew that 
they had had to retreat from an untenable position, and retreat 
before the noisy insults of the French press and the open menace 
rof the French Government.” ^ Bismarck considered the reverse 
I so great and humiliating tliat he tliought he must in self-respect 
Ijresign and retire into private life. 

He was to be saved from this by the folly of the Frencli 
ministry, and by his own unscru])ulousness. ‘‘ The ministry has 
achieved,” said Guizot, now a very old man, living in retirement, 
the finest diplomatic victory which has been won in my life- 
time.” This victory was now thrown away. The whole matter 
twas unwisely reopened and rendered far more acute by the French 
ilmmistry, supported by the Parisian war party, which now made 
J’san additional demand, namely, that the King of Prussia should 
^^romise that this Hohenzollern candidacy should never be re- 
piew ed. This demand was presented to William I by Benedctti, 
Jmy 13, in Ems, The King refused but with entire courtesy. 
In the meeting of the Frencli ministers, held on the evening of 
the 13th, it was not felt that this refusal made war necessary. 

Meanwhile King William had caused a description of the 
events of that day (July 13) Ip be telegraphed to Bismarck, 
who was in Berlin, leaving with him the decision as to whether 
the facts of the new French demand and his refusal to entertain 
it be published. Here was Bismarck’s 0])portunity, and he 
used it ruthlessly and joyously to provoke the French to declare 
war. Tlie form in which the Ems despatch was published was 
intended by him to be a red flag for the Gallic bull,” and 
certainly fulfilled the intention. The Ems des])atch was not falsi- 
fied, as has been frequently asserted, but it was cond en sed^ in 

1 Headlam, Bismarck, 334. 
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such a.fA* 3 hiQR-Uxat.ili^ at Enis_jappearxid to-, have 

li^en sharp and discourteous and abruptly terminated, whereas 
tliey 'hail been courteous and respectful on both sides. While 
the text of the Ems despatch was not changed save by excision, 
the tone of it was greatly and intentionally altered, so that the 
l^russians thought that their King, the French that their am- 
bassador, had been insulted. The effect of its publication on 
tlie 14<th was instantaneous and malign. It aroused the indig- 
nation of both countries to fever heat. As if that were not suffi- 
cient, the newspapers of both teemed with false, abusive, and 
inflammatory accounts of the events at Ems. The voice of the 
advocates of peace was drowned in the general clamor. Napo- 
leon did not wisli war, hut he was very ill, and was swept from his 
real convictions by the war party. The Empress, it appears^ 
urged it out of hatred of Prussia as a Protestant nation, and 
in the belief that it would strengthen the imperial throne. The 
ministry went with the current. No one in authority dared brave 
unpopularity in Paris, and consequently war credits were voted ^ 
amid great excitement on July 15th and France entered into 
the valley of the shadow. Ollivier, head of the French ministry, 
declared that ho accepted this war with a light heart. Thiers, 
demanding that the Chamber be informed of the contents of the 
despatches which were prompting such perilous action, and de- 
claring that having gained the essential thing we ought not 
to break because of a mere detail of form — ought not to effect 
a rupture on a ({uestion of touchiness,” was hissed in the Cham- 
ber. War was declared by France virtually on July IStli, tech- 
nically on July 19th. Only ten members in the Cliambcr, among 
whom were Tliiers and Gambetta, voted against it. Paris re- 
sounded with cries, ‘‘On to Rerlin!” Victory seemed certain. 
The Minister of War was confident. The ^Minister of Foreign 
Affairs believed that within a few hours the triple alliance for 
which there had been negotiations for some time Mould be con- 
cluded with Austria and Italy. The M^ir grcM' directly out of 
mere diplomatic fencing. The F rench people did not desire it, 
only the people of Ihiris, inflamed by an official press. Indeed, 
until it was declared, the French peo])le hardly kncM" of the 
matter of dispute. It came upon them unexpectedly. The war 
Mas made by the responsible heads of tMo Governments. It M^as 
in its origin in no sense national in either country. Its immediate 
occasion was trivial. But it was the cause of a remarkable dis- 
play of patriotism in both countries. 

The war upon which the French ministry entered Mith so 
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light a heart, was destined to prove the most disastrous in the 
history of tlicir country. In every respect it was begun under 
singularly inauspicious circumstances. France declared war 
upon Prussia alone, but in a manner that threw the South 
german states, upon whose support she had counted, directly 
into the camp of Bismarck. They regarded the French demand, 
that the King of Prussia should pledge liimself for all time to 
forbid the Prince of Holienzollorn’s candidature, as unnecessary 
,and insulting. At once Bavaria and Baden and Wurtemberg 
joined the campaign on the side of Prussia. 

, Not only Prussia, therefore, but united Germany stood con- 
fronting France. Moreover, Bismarck’s diplomacy was able to 
isolate France from the rest of Europe. Bismarck published a^ 
draft of a treaty drawn up some j^ears before, between Prussia 
and France, but never signed, which ])rovided for the annexation 
of Belgium to France. France protested, but in vain, that the 
treaty had been dictated by Bismarck. This so worked upon 
English opinion, which has always op})osed French extension 
northwards, that tlie Englisli Government immediately pro- 
claimed its neutrality. France had counted upon the ultimate’ 
aid of Austria, but Bismarck gained the suy)port of Russia to this 
extent that Russia threatened to invade Austria if Austria sup- 
])orted France. Italy, too, was neutralized by the fact that she 
could not safely move alone. 

Thus at tlie beginning of the month of August it was clear 
/that France would have no ally. Tlie French military author- 
litics made the serious mistake of grossly underestimating the 
difficulty of the task before them. The Minister of War de- 
!clared that France was ready, more tlian ready, that her prep- 
arations were more advanced than those of the enemy. The 
supreme folly of such an assertion was immediately shown. 
While the German armies mobilized and advanced toward the 
frontier with amazing swiftness, order, and ease, in the French 
army all was confusion. In Prussia everything had been for 
■years prepared and orders only had to be taken out of their 
'pigeonholes and dated. In France everytliing had to be impro- 
vised in the midst of unparalleled disorder. Particularly ap- 
parent was this in the case of the reserves. It frequently-' 
happened that men living in the cast of France must cross to 
the west and get their arms and uniform, then recrocs to the east 
to join their regiments. Not only was time lost, but the railway, 
system was deranged by the crowds of men traveling to and fro 
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for this purpose. Also the trains, thus crowded with soldiers^^ 
going hither and yon, were prevented from transporting ade- > 
quate supplies. 

Tlie confusion, the lack of preparation, the defects of the 
military machine were incredible and were apparent from the 
very first day. Despatches from corps commanders were all in the 
same strain. “ We need everything,” wrote General de Eailly 
on July 19th. “ We arc in want of everything,” telegraphed 

Bazaine on July 21st. Everything is completely lacking,” 
announced another a little later. Marshal Lebceuf, who, as 
Minister of War, had declared that everything was ready even 
to the last button on the last gaiter, soon lost his optimism, and 
on July 28th telegraphed that his troops could not advance be- 
cause they lacked bread. Tents were frequently wanting, or 
there were tents without tent pins. Tots and kettles, medicines 
for men and for horses, means of transport, wagons, blankets, 
wd'e frequently lacking. There were cannon without ammuni- 
tion, horses without harnesses, machine guns without the men 
who knew how to fire them. Exani})les might be endlessly multi- 
plied. More, however, are needless to show the chaos that 
reigned in the French army. Frequently soldiers and even 
generals went astray, not able to find their jJaces. Have 
arrived at Belfort,” telegraphed General Michel on July 21st. 
‘‘Can’t find my brigade; can’t find the general of the Division. 
What shall I do? Don’t know where my regiments are.” It 
has been observed that this document is probably unique ip 
military records. 

But the French were inferior to the Germans in numbers also.. 
They could put into the field hardly J()(),()0() men, and they had 
no reserves worth speaking of upon which to draw. The 
Germans could put into the field nearly 450,000 mepj, and had 
very large reserves which could be gradually made into new 
armies. Again, on the French side there was confusion in the ' 
direction of the forces. The Emperor was very ill, of the disease; 
of which he died tliree years later, yet, irresolute and feeble, h^ 
was at the outset commander-in-chief. During the first two) 
weeks of the war he made three different arrangements concern-| 
ing the command of the Army of the Rhine. 

The French had dreamed of a swift invasion of Germany. 
Once in central Germany, they thouglit that the South Germans 
would rise to their aid, that then Austria and Italy would join, 
and the march to Berlin would begin. Nothing of the sort 
occurred. Their officers had maps of Germany, wliich they never 
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needed, few of France. The Germans crossed into Alsace and 
Lorraine, and between Augiist 6th and September 2nd the French 
buffered reverse after reverse. On the former day MacMahon 
was defeated in the battle of Worth and subsidiary engagements. 
The French fought bravely and the Germans paid heavily for 
f heir success. Nevertheless, it was an unmistakable victory. Mac- 
Mahon retreated rapidly to tlie great camp at Chrdons, cast of 
Paris. 

West of Worth the Germans defeated the French on the same 
day (August 6th) at Forbach and Spicheren, and drove the 
army back toward Metz, one of the strongest fortresses in France. 
"The German armies pressed on, endeavoring to ])revent Bazaine, 
now commander of Metz, from retreating and joining MacMahon. 
This they succeeded in doing in a series of very bloody battles, 
’Borny, to the east of Metz, on August 14th; Mars-la-Tours, 
to the west, on August 16tli; and Gravelotte, also to the west, 
on August 18th. Tlie result was that Bazaine, with the prin- 
cipal French army, was bottled up in Metz, surrounded by 
Germans. 

The Kmperor, now fearing to return to Paris with these de- 
feats undermining liis throne, conceived the unwise plan of having 
iVIacMahon’s army move from Chalons, eastward, to the relief 
oi. Metz. This it attempted but did not accom[)lish. On Septehi- 
,ber 1st the battle of Sedan w^as fought, with the result that the 
French were surrounded by tlie Germans. On the next day, 
: September 2nd, tlie French army surrendered to tlic (Germans. 
Napoleon himself was taken prisoner of war. Tlie French lost, 
on September 1st, about 17,000 in killed and wounded, and 
21,000 ca])turcd by the enemy. On the 2nd over 81,000 officers 
and men surrendered and became jirisoners of w^ar. 

Disasters so appalling resounded throughout the world. 
France no longer had an army; one Iiad capitulated at Sedan; 
the other was locked up in Metz. The early defeats of August 
had been announced in Paris by the Government as victories. 
The deception could no longer be maintained. On September ‘}rd 
this despatch was received from the Kmperor: The army has 
been defeated and is captive ; I myself am a })risoner.” As a 
prisoner he was no longer head of the government of France; 
there was, as Thiers said, a “ vacancy of power.” On Sunday, 
September 4th, the Legislative Body was convened.* But it had 
no time to deliberate. The mob invaded the hall shouting, 
“ Down with the Empire! Long live the Republic! Gambetta, 
Jules Favre and Jules Ferry, followed by the crowd, proceedecl 
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to the Hotel dc Ville and there proclaimed the Republic. The^ 
Empress fled. A Government of National Defense was organized 
with General 'TrdcTiu at its Ifead, which was the actual govcrn- 
meht of Prance during the remainder of the war. 

The Franco-German war lasted about six months, from the 
first of August 1870, wlien fighting began, to about the first of 
February 1871. It falls naturally into two periods, the imperial 
and the republican. During the first, which was limited to the 
month of August, the regular armies were, as we liave seen, de- 
stroyed or bottled up. Then the Empire collapsed and the Eni- 
peror was a prisoner in Germany. The second period lasted five 
months. France, under the Government of National Defense^ 
made a remarkably courageous and s])irited defense under the 
most discouraging conditions. 

The now Government of National Defense, thus improvised, 
and representing only a s])ontaneous movement of opinion, never 
legally sanctioned, was the government of France till the close of 
tlie war. It threw all the blame of the war on Napoleon, anq 
declared itself ready for })eace; only it would not consent to d 
peace involving the violation of the territory of France. Not 
an incli of our soil will we cede,” said Favre, not a stone of our 
fortresses.” As Germany intended annexatiojis as a result of her 
victories, this utterance meant that the war must continue. 

The Germans, leaving a sufficient army to carry on the siege 
of Metz, advanced toward Paris. They began the siege of that 
city on September 19th. The siege, one of tlie most famous in, 
history, lasted four months, and astonished Europe. Immense' 
stores had been collected in the city, the citizens were armed, 
and the defense was energetic. The Parisians hoped to hold out 
long enough to enable new armies to be organized, and diplomacy 
possibly to intervene. To accomplish the former^ a delegation 
from tlie Government of National Defense, headed by Gambetta, , 
escaped from Paris by balloon, and established a branch seat; 
of government first at Tours, then at Bordeaux. Gambetta, bv! 
his immense energy, his eloquence, his patriotism, was able to 
raise new armies, whose resistance astonished the Germans, but, 
as they had not time to be thoroughly trained, they were un- 
successful. They could not break the immense circle of iron 
that surrounded Paris. After the overthrow of the Empire the 
war was reduced to the siege of Paris, and the attempts of these 
improvised armies to break that siege. These attempts were 
rendered all the more hopeless by the fall of Mete (October 27, 
1870). Six thousand officers and 173,000 men wore forced by 
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impending starvation to surrender, with hundreds of cannon and 
immense war supplies, Uie greatest capitulation recorded jn 
the history of civilized natfons.” A month earlier, on September 
28, Strasbourg had surrendered, and 19,000 soldiers had become 
prisoners of war. 

The capitulation of Metz was particularly disastrous because 
it made possible the sending of more German armies to reinforce 
the siege of Paris, and to attack the forces whicli Gambetta was, 
by prodigies of effort, creating in the rest of France. These 
armies could not get to tlie relief of Paris, nor could the troops 
within Paris break through to them. Tl^e siege became simply a 
question of endurance. 

The Germans began the bombardment of the city early in 
January. Certain sections suffered terribly, and were ravaged 
by fires. Famine stared the Parisians in the face. After Novem- 
ber 20th tliere was no more beef or lamb to be had; after 
December 15th only thirty grammes of horse meat a day per 
person, which, moreover, cost about two dollars and a half a 
pound; after January 15t}i the amount of bread, a wretched stuff*, 
w^as reduced to JOO grammes. People ate anytliing they could. 
ge t, dogs, cats, rats. The market price for rats was two francs 
apiece. By the Jlst of January, there would be nothing left 
to eat. Additional suffering arose from the fact that the winter 
was one of the coldest on record. Coal and fire wood were ex- 
hausted. Trees in the Champs Elysees and the Bois de Boulogne 
, .were cut down, and fires built in tlie public squares for the poor. 
Wine froze in casks. OiL^January 28th, with famine almost 
u£on. Jier, Paris capitulated after an heroic resistance. The 
armistice of Versailles was concluded whicli really closed the war. 
ii^The armistice was designed to permit elections to be held 
throughout France for an assembly that should pronounce upon 
the question of peace. As peace would involve the cession of 
French territory to the victors, the Government of National 
Defense felt that the people of France should themselves decide 
a matter so vital. Elections were accordingly held on February 
8, 1871. The peasants voted overwhelmingly for those favoring 
peace. As Gambetta, leader of flie Republicans, favored war 
to the bitter end, they voted largely against the Republican 
candidates. Thus the first Assembly, elected under the Third 
Republic, was composed of a majority of Monarchists, divided 
into two wings, the Legitimists and the Orleanists, and a minority 
of Republican?^. Only a handful of Bonapartists were chosen, 
so vast was the disgrace now attached to that name. The 
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Assembly met at Bordeaux, February 12th, and, believing that^ 
if T^fance continued tlie war slie miglit ultimately be annihilated, 
believing that the fundamental necessity of self-preservation de- 
manded an immediate cessation, voted overwhelmingly for peace. 

The Government of National Defense now laid down its 
powers, yielding to tlie National Assembly. This Assembly chose 
Thiers as “ Chief of the FiXecutive l\)wer,’’ and empowered him 
to^ negotiate with Bismarcic for peace. Tlie question of tlie 
permanent government of France was post])oned until a more 
convenient season. Thiers was now the most popular man in 
France. He had, in July 1870, done his utmost to prevent France i 
from going to war. He had, during tlie war, journeyed from 
one capital of Europe to another, London, St. Petersburg, 
Vienna, Florence, on a futile diplomatic mission, seelcing to win 
foreign support for France. He was over seventy years of age, 
but he was about to render his most valuable services to France. 

The terms of peace granted by Bismarck were extraordinarily 
severe. They were laid down in the ])reliminary Peace of Ver- 
sailles, February 26, 1871. France must ])ay an indemnity of* 
>^five thousand million francs ( $1,000, 000, 000) within three years. 
\She must cede Alsace and a large part of Lorraine, including 
tlie important fortress of Metz. She was to sup])ort a German 
army of occupation, which should be gradually withdrawn as the 
installments of the war indemnity were paid. After much con- 
troversy these preliminaries were embodied in the final Treaty 
of FVaiikfort, signed May 10, 1871, and ratified by the Assembly 
of Bordeaux by votes to 98. 

iMeanwhile other events had occurred as a result of this war^ 
Italy had completed her unification by seizing the city of Rome, 
thus terminating the temporal rule of the Poj)e. The Pope had 
been supported there by a French garrison. This was withdrawn 
as a result of the battle of Sedan, and the troops of Victor 
Emmanuel attacked the Pope’s own troops, defeated them after 
a slight resistance, and entered Rome on the 2()th of September 
1870. The unity of Italy was now consummated and Rome be- 
came the capital of the Kingdom. 

A more important consequl^nce of the war was the completion 
of the unification of Germany, and the creation of the German 
Empire. Bismarck had desired a war with France as neces- 
sary to complete the unity of Germany. Whether necessary 
or not, at least that end was now secured. After the early 
German victories, and during tlie siege of Paris, negotiations were 
carried on between Prussia and the South German states, looking 
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toward tlieir entrance into the Confederation. In the case of 
|Bavaria and Wurtemberg, states of considerable size, concessions 
Iliad to be made, preserving to them certain jiowers not retained 
5by the other states. Finally treaties were drawn up and the 
iKing of Bavaria, prompted and directed by Bismarck, urged 
• the King of Prussia, in behalf of tl^e princes, to assume the 
headship of united Germany, and to revive the Fnnpire. 

Finally on the 18th of January 1871, surrounded by the 
princes of Germany and by the generals of the army. King 
: William I was proclaimed German Emperor. This memorable 
ceremony is one of the supreme ironies of history", as it occurred 
in the Hall of Mirrors, in the palace of Versailles, itself a mighty 
monument and symbol of the power and ])ridc of Louis XIV, a 
^ power which had been secured to some extent by the humiliation 
[of Germany. 

The war of 1866 had resulted in the exjiulsion of Austria 
from Germany and from Italy. Tlie war of 1870 com})leted the 
unification of both countries. Berlin became the capital of a 
federal Empire, Rome of a unified Kingdom, 
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THE RISE OF SOCIALISM 

One of the important forces in the modern world, Socialism, 
is tlie direct outgrowth of the Industrial Revolution. Only 
against the bac^vgroiind of the factory system of industry can 
Hie various theories g*rou])ed under that name be properly ex- 
amined. Tlie factory system offered certain advantages which 
were undeniable and obvious, a greatly increased production of 
the commodities which men need or desire. Wealth increased 
ra})idly througli tlie greater power now exercised by man over 
the forces of nature. The im])rovements in manufacturing, in 
commerce and in communication were multifarious, astounding, 
far-reaching in tlie benefits they conferred. But along with these 
advantages went certain disadvantages, equally perceptible, 
equally serious, and also far-reaching in their effects. The de- 
velopment of the factory system meant the simultaneous develop- 
ment of the capitalist system, upon which, indeed, it rested. 
The new machines and factories were owned by one set of men, 
while those who utilized thcmi and made them work, constituted 
another set. Capitalists on the one hand, laborers on the. other, 
such was the division in the world of industry, a world now 
split asunder into two elements of unecjual strength. That fusion 
of cajiital and labor whicli had partially characterized the 
domestic system of industry, that essential solidarity of interest 
of all who participated in the work of production, did not char- 
acterize the new system, which em|)hasized, rather, the differences 
in ^status and in ojiportunity, of the directors of industry and 
of its manual laborers. The ])osition of the former became more 
and more powerful and brilliant while that of the latter in many 
cases, and particularly at first, became harder and more de- 
pressing. The capitalists who built the factories and equipped 
them with machinery were anxious to make as large profits as 
possible, and in order to do this, they sacrificed the well-being 
and the health of their employees. The latter were obliged to 
have employment or they could not live, and they were forced 
therefore to accept whatever conditions and whatever wages were 
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offered them. The competition of the two factors in production, 
capital and labor, was most uneven, and the division of the 
product, of the wealth created only by the co-operation of the 
•two, was also most unequal. On the one side the rapidly in- 
creasing wealth of the few; on the other the grinding toil of 
the laborer under new and harsh conditions, such was the situa- 
tion. Life for tlie masses in tlic new industrial and mining centers 
was deadening, the outlook quite drab and hopeless. 

Out of this contrast between the profits and opportunities 
offered by the factory s3\stem of large-scale production to the 
two component elements of that system, tlie owners and the 
laborers, arose that stream of thought which we call Socialism, a 
stream which, beginning feebly a century ago, has grown in 
volume and in force ever since. Socialism is the reply to capi-j 
talism of the disappointed and disillusioned employees of capitals 
ism. As capitalism has gone on developing, so has Socialism! 
its counterpart and challenge. The steadily progressing In- 
dusti'ial Revolution has enormously stimulated tlie growth of 
leach. Socialism in its origin was a cry of distress, a protest 
(against conditions felt to be intolerable, a demand for justice 
jin the economic sphere, as the Frencli Revolution had been one 
; in the political and social sjdiere. 

It is not easy to define Socialism, because its re])resentatives 
have themselves defined it differently at different times, and be- 
cause, like any other growing thing, it has passed through 
various stages and has assumed Protean sha])es. No hard and 
fast formulation, no ])recise and dogmatic definition of Socialism 
will be attem])ted here. Rut as a working definition enabling us 
to thread our way through the vast body of discussion, we may 
say that in contrast to the system of the private ownership of 
capital and of the means of production which prevailed a century 
i ago, and which prevails to-day, Socialism demands their complete 
\control by the community as a whole, by society in its entirety, 
iin the interest of all the workers. Whether the changes which 
Socialism demands are likely to accomplish the ends aimed at, 
whether its theories are sound, whether the remedies which it 
recommends will cure the patient or will kill him, are questions 
which have been much discussed during the last half-century. 
Sufficient for tlie moment will be the study of the origins and the 
development of this new and significant school of thought and 
of some of the experiments in the art of social reform attempted 
by certain of its adherents. The conditions out of which the 
new theories emerged, the long process of criticism to wliich 
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those theories have been subjected by the zealots of the new 
philosophy themselves, the growing clarification of the issue be- 
tween advocates and opponents will appear as we take up the 
careers of the prominent men who have been, at one time or 
another, identified with the progress of the movement, and as we 
seek to disengage fclieir thought, to a])praise their individual con- 
tributions to the cause. 

One thing we meet at the outset. Socialism is a part of that 
passionate aspiration for freedom which has shown itself so 
unquenchable and so militant all througli the modern period of 
history. Whether Socialists have added anything to the con- 
ception of human freedom, wliether they have clarified or whether 
tliey have obscured that conception, whether Socialism means a 
larger freedom or the very negation of freedom, we wdll not now 
discuss. Certain it is that to the Socialists themselves the very 
question is preposterous, and can be answered only in one way. 

The Industrial Revolution, by the evils which accompanied 
it, created the desire for their removal and thus started an 
agitation w^hich has continued to tliis day, assuming many forms, 
enlisting the most (livei'se types of men, ])rovoking a profusion 
of suggestions and })anaceas, many of which have not been 
brought forward in vain, how'ever inadequate all have been to 
solve the immense and complex problem. One type of man who 
has never rested since the first appearance of the abuses de- 
scribed above has been the reformer, generally denounced by his 
enemies as radical, and often radical in fact, who, sensitive to 
the iniquities of the existing social order, has aimed to remove 
them by an appeal to the sentiments of justice. Such men w^re 
fJeremy Bentham and James Mill and John Stuart Mill and 
many others, in England^MKl in other countries, men who had no 
desire to disturb the system of private property, to sec the state 
owning or controlling the means of production, but wdio thought 
that the inequalities and injustices created by existing insti- 
tutions could be remedied or removed by measures, drastic, if 
need be, and yet not subversive of the existing organization 
of society which, with all its defects, contains too many excel- 
lences to be lightly sacrificed. This type of reformer has accom- 
plished wonders since the eighteenth century. The imprint of his 
thought and action is to be seen everywhere and is often very 
deep. His has been a noble and vci'y fruitful record of varied 
reform in the institutions and the modes of thought and feeling 
of the modern age. We shall see him at work everywhere in 
Europe, with varying success, as we proceed with Ihe histories of 
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the different countries. He lias contributed, without doubt, an 
important sliare to the increasing prosperity and power of the 
working classes. 

But tlie nineteenth century produced another class of social 
reformers, revolutionary, not radical, in their outlook and their 
aim, insisting upon . widespread and fundamental alteration of 
existing institutions. These men came early to be known as 
Socialists. The Industrial Revolution gave rise to Socialism, a 
doctrine which is hailed as a universal and final panacea for 
the evils of the economic world and, also, of society in all its 
departments. The reformers of tlie class first mentioned were 
in general highly individualistic in their j)hiloso])hy and did not 
at all desire to magnify the role of the state in industry. The 
reformers of the latter class, the Socialists, on the other hand, 
would bring about the golden age _by enormously magnifying 
the role of the state, by placing it at the very center of things, 
by making it the supreme director and ins])irer of all economic 
activity, the manager-in-chief of society, its pilot or helmsman 
or guide or driver, as the case might be, in short the regulator 
of social evolution. 

It is said that the man first to u^e the word socialism was 
Robert Owen (1771—1858), a Welshman endowed with many of 
the briliraht qualities of the Celt, a man who combined great 
practical ability with an ardent desire to improve the conditions 
of his fcllowmen. The son of a saddler and ironmonger, Owen’s 
schooling was poor and brief, being over when he was but nine 
j years old. At the age of nineteen he became manager of a 
Icotton mill in Manchester, wliich employed about five hundred 
vpeople. Such was his talent for business that he made money 
Wpidly and became one of the most successful manufacturers in 
England. But unlike most other manufacturers of the time he 
was not content with the mere acquisition of riches. A man 
of intelligence, 'a careful observer, he saw the evils of the factory 
system in all their harshness and crudity, though he himself 
had greatly profited by tliat system. Removing later to New 
Lanark, where he continued his business activity, he became in- 
creasingly absorbed in the jiroblem of the poor and helpless. He 
.became a social reformer. The condition of the' workingmen re- 
volted him, their interminably long hours of labor, the deadly 
drudgei’y of their lives, their lack of education, their cramped, 
wretched, unsanitary habitations, most families occupying but a 
single room, the prevalence among them of drunkenness and vice. 
He saw also the dreadful evils of child labor. Believing that men 
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are what their environment makes them, and hating this particular 
environment with deep and abiding hatred, lie resolved to change 
it and change it lie did, utterly. Sucli was liis driving power, 
such his wisdom and enthusiasm, that New Lanark was made 
over and became a model factory Towm, with clean and healthy 
workrooms," decent homes, excellent schools for the children, a: 
co-operative store wliere the laborers could buy the things^ they 
needed at nearly cost prices, and with societies designed to 
provide pensions for sickness and old age. Tlic age at which 
cliTrcTfcn might be einployed was raised from five to ten and Owen 
wislied to raise the limit still further. During a business crisis 
he continued to yiay tlie wages of his employees, temporarily 
thrown out of work. His operatives became self-respecting, in- 
telligent and contented, the relations between employer and 
employees were always characterized by the best of feeling, and 
the business continued to prosper and to flourish. New Lanark 
was a shining evidence of what unselfishness, combined with 
ability, could accomplish for the betterment of a community. 
It became a place of pilgrimage for those interested in social 
reform. 

Had all manufacturers shown the inclination or ability to 
follow in the footsteps of Robert Owen, Socialism might never 
have been heard of. Its appearance would at any rate have 
been long postponed. But that was not to be. JThe bulk of them 
continued to fix their entire attention on merely making money, 
paying no attention to the shocking conditions that existed 
among the laboring class, and Owen, seeing that there was no 
hope in them, denounced them, and the factory system as well, 
with burning indignation. If the manufacturers w^ould not re- ' 
form that system, then the state ought to* Such W'as his/ 
opinion. 

Having made a success of New' Lanark, Ow^en’s career now 
widened out. He devoted the rest of his life to social reform, 
writing books and making experiments to tliat end. He would 
have been willing to have the necessary reforms come from above, 
from the manufacturers tliemselves, as those w^hich had trans- 
formed New Lanark had come autocratically from himself. But 
W'hcn he saw tlife unbending selfishness of the manufacturers he 
turned more and more toward the laborers themselves as the 
element that must acomj)lish their own salvation. His ideas 
became, properly sj)eaking, more socialistic. But at a time 
when he sccme(L.tQL.„he gaining the attention of the country he 
went out of his way, quite unnecessarily, to offend *it by declaring 
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his hostility to all the received forms of religion, tlius damaging 
his cause and discrediting his ideas with large numbers of his 
fellow-citizens. 

Robert Owen lived till 1858. Pessimistic about the chances 
of a widespreading or speedy reform in England, he came to 
America in 1825 in order to establish, in a supposedly more 
favorable atmosphere, a community so organized as to test his 
[matured theories of social organization. His experiment at 
New Harmony, Indiana, failed after two or three years, and 
Owen returned to England impoverished. He spent the rest of 
his life expounding liis ideas, through lectures, ])amphlets and 
books. In 1835 he founded a society witli a pompous title, “^The 
(Association of all Classes of all Nations,” and it was in the 
aftTKTTrssiPns of this body that tlie word socialism seems to have 
ibeen first launched upon its eventful career. 

Robert Owen, says one writer, “ was essentially a pioneer, 
whose work and influence it would be unjust to measure by their 
tangible results. Apart from his socialistic theories, it should, 
nevertheless, be remembered that he was one of the foremost 
and most energetic promoters of many movements of acknowl- 
edged and enduring usefulness. He was the founder of infant 
schools in England ; he was the first to introduce reasonably short 
hours into factory labor, and zealously promoted factory legis- 
lation — one of the most needed and most beneficial reforms of 
the century ; and he was the real founder of the co-operative 
movement. In general education, in sanitary reform, in his 
sound and humanitarian views of common life, he was far in ad- 
vance of his time.” ^ 

If Owen may be, considered the founder of English Socialism, 
Saint -Simon was the founder of Socialism in Fnuicc. Owen was 
a business man who had been aroused by direct contact with 
the evils of the factory system to attenifit their removal. Very 
successful witliin his own immediate sphere at New Lanark he 
failed in his larger aims, owing to certain serious defects of 
character and thought, and also owing to the fact that social 
reorganization is not the comparatively simple thing he con- 
sidered it, but the most complex and difficult thing on earth. 
.Count Henri de Saint-Simon (1760-1825) was a very different 
type of person. A member of an old and famous family which 
has given many men of note to France, including that Duke de 
Saint-Simon whose memoirs of the Court of Louis XIV are among 
the treasures of French historical literature, claiming also de- 
1 Kirkup, History of Socialism, 69-70. 
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scent from no less a person than Charlemagne, Count Henri 
was the heir of ancient and aristocratic traditions, traditions 
wliicli had, liowever, no hold upon his mind. He was educated 
under the direction of d’Alembert, the philosopher and Encyclo- 
pedist. As a youth of nineteen he came to America to aid the 
revolutionists in their fight against England. A man of very- 
active mind he devoted his life to study and writing on scientific, 
political, and social subjects. During his later years he was 
reduced to the greatest distress, once, in despair, attempting 
suicide. 

Saint-Simon as a thinker was not systematic nor always clear 
hut he was fertile in ideas, ingenious in plans for social reform, 
and he exercised a considerable influence upon a small body of 
young and able men, who were attracted by the generous and 
benevolent character of liis teachings. A profound student of 
science and of history, lie wdshed to reorganize the world in 
accordance with the lessons to be learned from them. The future, 
lie held, will belong to the industrial state,” that is, the ex- 
ploitation of the globe by the material, intellectual and moral 
activity of men associated together. The new society will be 
dominated and directed, not by hereditary aristocratic or mili- 
tary classes, but by the intellectual elite, bj^ savants, who alone 
will possess the necessary hnowleITge Tor the regular, scientific, 
fraternal utilization of the op])ortunities offered by nature. 
They alone will be capable of abolishing evil, of suppressing 
that individualism, that competitive spirit which creates, social 
misery and ruin, that antagonism between states which creates 
wars, they alone (capable of bringing all men together in asso- 
ciated labor. Humanity, organized and directed by them, will 
attain social happiness and prosperity. 

Though Saint-Simon’s was a I'^topian scheme, no doubb, yet 
its modeJ-n character, as distinguished from other Utopian 
schemes of social reconstruction, is apparent. It advocated an 
industrial state directed by modern science. Every human 
institution ouglit to aim at the physical and moral improvement 
of the most numerous and poorest class; society ought to be 
organized in the way best adapted for attaining this end.” 

This became the watchword for the entire school of Saint- 
Simon, for the master left behind him, when he died, a group 
of ardent disciples who continued to advocate his principles 
while at the same time expounding and clarifying them for the 
general public, such men as Bazard and Enfantin and Pierre 
Leroux. Some of these abandoned the c?ilt as they grew older," 
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and the moral and intellectual excesses of some of them tended 
to discredit it, But^ Samt-Simonism long remained a fructifjdng 
influence in the Avorld of thought. The school as a school, how- 
ever,' was soon torn by internal dissensions and disappeared. 

The imagination of Saint-Simon saw fartlier than that of 
many of the bourgeoisie. In 1825 it correctly appraised the>% 
significance of the railroad, just being invented. This invention, 
w rote Saint-Simon, will bring about a great revolution in society : 

With an ease and rapidity of communication so great, the 
provincial cities of an empire will become so many suburbs of 
the capital. Commodities, inventions, discoveries, opinions will 
circulate with a speed hitherto unknown, and, above all, the 
relations of men, of ])rovinces, of nations with each other will 
be prodigiously increased.” 

Another Frenchman who was struck with the evils of the 
existing economic system and who elaborated a plan for their 
cure w'as Qharles Fourier (1772—1837). Fourier’s scheme took 
the commune, or ^iat he called a phalanstery, as the industrial 
and social unit, a unit comprising about fifteen hundred persons 
who were to live and work together and share together the 
product of their toil. Fourier declared that the true foundation 
of society lay in the spirit of harmony. For his new system he 
therefore appealed to this spirit. Give every individual the 
o])portunity for self-expression which he instinctively craves and 
social relations will become harmonious, peaceful, ha])py. The 
^ir^ividual should engage in whatever work he likes, should leave 
.it when he likes and should then take up something more to his 
taste. Ultimately he will find his ])erfect niche in society, the 
kind of work which will be most in harmony with his inclinations 
and qualities. Such, very summarily stated, were some of 
Fourier’s ideas. 

Fourier’s scheme was fanciful enough and most shaky in 
:jts psychological foundations, grossly underestimating the force 
of human egotism. But so fervently did its author believe in 
it that for years he made it a point to be at home every day 
at noon to receive any rich capitalist who might ap})ear to offer 
him the means for its realization. The rich man never came, 
but experiments were made, here and there, more or less accord- 
ing to the new principles. All of these experiments were short- 
lived, including one in America, at Brook Farm, about ten miles 
out of Boston, an experiment which had originally grown out 
of the transcendental movement, and which included among its 
members at various times George Jlipley, George William Curtis, 
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Father Hecker, Nathaniel Flawthorne and others. Transformed 
into a ‘‘phalanx ” in 18^5, it disappeared in 1847. 

All tliesc men, Owen, Saint-Simon, Fourier and their followers, 
planned for an entirely new social order. But their plans were 
in part so fantastic, in part such imperfect analyses of both 
human nature and the nature of lumian society, that they were 
for those very reasons predestined to failure. Moreover, their 
attacks on religion and the family rendered tliem suspect or 
odious in the eyes of many wlio might otherwise have been in- 
fluenced by their purely humanitarian ideas. Their teachings 
and their experiments proved that what is essential for the social 
reformer, who would substitute a new world for an old one, is a 
sound and accurate knowledge of human nature and of the laws 
of social evolution as revealed to us by history. Otherwise he 
builds u])on shifting sands, sands whicli will speedily engulf his 
temerarious creations. And the science of human nature, as 
John lluskin has somewhere pointed out, has to deal with many 
very subtle elements. 

The writings of Owen, Saint-Simon and F'oiirier were ins])ired 
by industrial discontent, by the evils attendant u})on the intro- 
duction in greater and greater degree of tlie large-scale system 
of ])roduction. The same conditions also inspired two move- 
ments, in England and in France, which aimed at fundamental 
changes in politics and industry,4^hartisin in the former country^ 
and the Socialism associated particularly with the name of Louis 
Blanc in the latter. Both these movements are described 
elsewhere.' Both advocated polit icial as well as social reform, 
necessarily, since in neitlier state did the working people have 
any voice in the government, in neither was education assured 
tliem, in neitlier were their interests seriously considered. The 
workingmen felt that only by attaining ]K)litical power, bv gain- 
ing the franchise, could they jiossibly secure any improvement in 
their conditions. But, while they advocated certain political 
measures as tlie only means to enfranchisement from intolerable 
burdens, the thing they had most at heart was the removal of 
those burdens themselves and such a change in social institutions 
that tliey could never be restored. The prevalent jioverty and 
social misery of the masses was at the bottom of both movements., 

Both movements reached their climax in 1848, when they re- 
ceived such IbloAvs that they never recovered. But they left their 
traces behind them. Particularly in Fhigland had one of the 
greatest literary figures of the nineteenth centui^y, an incompa- 
'1 See !>]). 127-129, 12(>-128. 
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rable master of English prose, been aroused to fever heat by the 
sight of the suffering of the English masses, and had expressed 
his wrath with every accent of sarcasm, invective, satire, humor 
and pathos. Like an avenging god, '^omas Carlyle, on fire 
with a passionate sense of the wickedness of ifieri arid their in- 
stitutions, played about him right and left with every literary 
weapon in a singularly capacious and well-stored armory. Ac- 
cording to the mood of the moment he used the Damascus blade 
or the bludgeon, the battering ram or tlie bowie-knife, in his 
furious attempt to damage and disfigure those wlioin lie held 
responsible for the flagrant evils all about iiim. Those who wish 
to see how this gladiator worked and the cliaracter of Iris assault 
have onlv to read Iris book on Chartism, his Past amh Present 
and the frenzied Latter-Day Pamphlets, the first of which 
appeared in 1839, the last in 1850, when the battle was over, 
having apparently been lost, and which he wrote, he said, ‘‘ after 
a period of deep gloom and bottomless dubitation.” Carlyle 
was no ])atient and careful student but a man of terrific moods 
and Olympian exaggerations and in his Latter-Day Pamphlets 
he seemed to renounce in fury much that he had said in the 
earlier two volumes. But with all his limitations and idiosyn- 
cracies, with all his stormy, tumultuous haste, and his palpable 
.contradictions, he was, as one writer has said, the strongest in- 
fluence toward socialism, in the wide sense of tlie word, among 
English writers of the nineteenth century, the first great writer 
to appreciate the supremacy of the social question and to burn 
it into the public conscience by eloquence and profound con- 
viction.” ^ He was a voice crying in the wilderness, not a still, 
small voice, far from it, but a strident trumpet call, or, to change 
the figure, a volcano in eruption, fulguroiis and incinerating. 
Having no faith in pretentious panaceas, in schemes of swift 
regeneration, in sentimental and doctrinaire idealism, he was, 
however, a rude and rampant disturber of English complacency 
and cant, of the optimism of those who thought that because 
England was growing daily richer, all was well with Englishmen. 
A master of diatribe and tirade Carlyle shook the earth and made 
the welkin ring. 

But another gladiator of a very different build and very dif- 
ferently accoutred had just entered the arena of social and 
economic discussion. Just as Chartism was being snuffed out in 
England under the vigilant and lowering eye of the Duke of 
Wellington, assisted by I^ouis Napoleon Bonaparte and innumer- 
1 Marvin, F. S., The Century of Hope, 109. 
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able other constables and supporters of tjie existing order; just 
as Louis Blanc and all his works, putative and genuine, were 
being suppressed in France, and just as Carlyle was retiring 
from the scene of social controversy, soured by the futile senti- 
mentality of light-weight reformers and the bovine stodginess of 
conservatives and reactionaries, another figure was stepping forth 
into the liglit and demanding the attention of the audience while 
he expounded an idea which had been maturing in his brain, 
namely that the state of the world was rotten and must be 
radically altered. The new critic, destined to great fame and 
influence, was a German, whereas the reformers we have thus far 
mentioned were Englishmen and Frenchmen. If one is inter- 
ested in the psychology of peoples one may find in this fact an 
inviting field for study and reflection. 

Karl jM arx (1818- 1883) w as of Jewish origin. He was born 
in 1818 in the city of Treves. His father was a lawyer. Both 
parents were cultivated people who renounced Judaism and 
accepted Christianity, at the same time changing the family name 
from that of Mordecliai to Marx. Young Marx was given a 
good education. He studied at the universities of Bonn and 
Berlin and was especially interested in philosophy and history. 
He fell under the influence of Hegel, then at the height of his 
celebrity as the leading philosopher of Germany. In 18*11 Marx 
won his doctor’s degree with an essay on the philosophy of 
Epicurus. He had intended to settle at Bonn as a teacher of 
])hilosophy but abandoned this idea and entered journalism. 
For a short time he worked on the Rhenish G(ir:ette, a democratic 
paper j)ublished in Cologne, but he shortly removed to Paris, 
where he gave himself ardently to the study of the subjects that 
interested liiin most, economics and history. In Paris ho came 
into contact with socialists of the Saint-Simonian type and with 
other radical thinkers, like Proudhon. He knew Heinrich Heine, 
tlien an exile, and became accpiairJed witli Frederick Engels 
(1820-95), destined to be his life-long friend and most intimate 
co-worker. liike himself, Engels was of Jewisii origin, and like 
himself, w^as absorbed in economic studies. Unlike Marx,. 
Engels possessed a direct and practical knowledge of the con-; 
dition of laborers under the factory system, liaving been con-' 
nected for some time with a cotton mill in Manchester. Thej 
two men were henceforth inseparable, collaborating in research 
and agitation for nearly forty years. 

In 1845 Marx was expelled from France and settled in 
Brussels, where he spent three years. He gave up his Prussian 
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citizenship and lienceforth was a man witliout a country, since 
he never sought naturalization elsewhere. In 1845 Kngels pub- 
lished a book on The Condition of the Working Class in England. 
Two years later Marx published a severe criticism of the 
theories of Froudhon, at that time one of the most prominent of 
Kuropean radicals. In 1848 a])})eared a document destined to 
be famous, the Communist Manifesto, written by Marx and 
Engels, which expressed for tlie first time and most effectively a 
new and revolutionary form of socialism, that form which the 
world has been discussing ever since. 

In 1848 Marx returned to Germany for a short time, revo- 
lutions having broken out in that country, and edited a socialist 
new^spaper in Cologne. This activity was soon interru})ted, how^- 
ever, and he w^as exj)elled from the country. In 1849 he settled 
in liondon, w'hich w^is to be his home henceforth until his death 
in 1883. He supported himself as best he could, mainly by writ- 
ing articles for wliatever new\spapers would accept tliem, among 
which W'as the New' York Tribune, edited by Horace Greeley, 
who w'as interested in the ideas of Fourier. Living very simply, 
and often in the severest financial straits, he devoted himself, 
day in and day out, to historical, economic, philoso])hical re- 
search of the most intense kind. The result of Ins investigations 
was a Criticism of Political Economy, published in 1859, and the 
first volume of his great work on Capital which appeared in 
L86T* After h\s death in 1883 the other two volumes of this 
famous treatise were published by Engels from manuscripts left 
by Marx. This monumental work became and has remained 
the Bible of Socialists the word over. In’ke the Bible, it has had 
a multitude of commentators and interpreters, orthodox ” and 
heterodox.” It has been the object of the most unbounded 
admiration and of severe and damaging criticism. During the 
past thirty years many of its most important features have been 
rejected by many able Socialists, as based upon false assump- 
tions or reasoning, or upon inadequate and partial researches. 
It is in itself a controversial book of the most pronounced kind 
and has provoked memorable and bitter discussion, wdiicli shows 
few signs of subsiding. Claiming to prove the bankruptcy of the 
previous science of political economy, it pretends to establish 
in its place a political economy that is truly “ scientific, ” as 
scientific, as comprehensive and irrefutable as the physics of Sir 
Isaac Newton or the biology of Charles Darwin. It has had, 
however, a far .greater success as a work of popular propagajQdfn, 
in w'hich aspect, indeed, few books in history have surpassed or 
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equalled it, than it has had as a revelation of pure and final 
truth in the realm of economics and history. 

Let us examine some of the most significant and characteristic 
of Marx’s teachings, as set forth in the Communist Manifesto 
and Capital. Marx asserted that his brand of socialism was 
scientific, that is, was a presentation of certain immutable laws. 
He made short shrift of the socialistic theories of his prede- 
cessors which he declared “ utopian.” He treated with contempt 
all their schemes for a perfect social organization. The future 
state is not to be the j)roduct of the intellectual ingenuity or 
imagination of any man, however able; is not, like a great poem or 
a great work of art, something to be created, if only you have 
sufficient talent. The socialistic state is not to be the device of 
some gifted reformer. The future is determined by the past, is 
the inevitable, ineluctable product of certain forces operating in 
the world, the product of economic tendencies, and these tendencies 
are as irresistible as is the law of gravitation. These tendencies 
determine pitilessly tlie course of events. Amateurs, framing 
ideal plans of economic and social reorganization, are no more 
serious than children blowing soa])-bubbles, which are often very 
beautiful but which are quite hollow and unsubstantial. The 
})roblem confronting the serious man is not, by taking thought, 
to elaborate the future order of the world, but is solely the 
study of tlie forces which are at work to-day among men and 
which will in tlie fulness of time create that order, whether he 
likes it or not. It is the business of the investigator to discover 
laws, not to prescribe panaceas. 

Where do you find these laws? In history. Marxian socialism, 
differing so widely from all preceding so-called socialism, rests, 
as Engels says, iqion one fundamental proposition,” namely 
the economic interpretation of history. In every historiaj 
epoch,” so runs the preface to the Communist Manifesto, “ tli? 
prevailing mode of economic production and exchange, and the; 
social organization necessarily following from it, form the basis 
upon which is built up, and from which alone can be explained, 
the political and intellectual history of that epoch.” In other 
words, economic conditions have determined the entire course 
of history, and history is but the record of economic conditions 
and the institutions and ideas to which tliey have given birth. 
Not only do the methods of production and distribution con- 
stitute the economic life, but they arc the chief factors in deter- 
mining every other part of life as well. Our polijbical and sociaf 
institutions, our religious conceptions and emotions, our stand- 
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ards of morality, our philosophies and literatures, our sciences, 
our bodies of law, all are inspired, shaped and fashioned and 
explained by the prevalent economic process. This is the famous 
economic or materialistic interpretation of history about which 
Socialists are so confident. It is to them the only safe key, in« 
deed, the only possible key to history. It is tlie open sesame to 
knowledge, and tliere is no other. It is this which renders Marxian 
socialism scientific.’^ 

Taking hold of this key and turning it, what do we learn in 
regard to the past.? This, that “ tlie history of all hitherto 
existing society is the history of class struggles. Freeman and 
slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guild-master and 
journeyman, in a word oppressor and oppressed, stood in con- 
stant opposition to one another, carried on an uninterrupted 
fight, now hidden, now open, a fight that each time ended, either 
in a revolutionary reconstruction of society at large or in the 
(Common ruin of the contesting classes.” History is but the 
jprogressivc record of this desperate and destructive struggle of 
•classes. The more it cluinges the more it is the same thing. The 
class struggle of to-day, which is to be the final one, is that be- 
tween employers and laborers, between the bourgeoisie and the 
proletariat; in other words between those who own the instru- 
ments of production, the capitalists, and those who, in order to 
live, are compelled to accept whatever conditions the capitalists 
impose. Such arc the modern exploiters ” and exploited ” ; 
such the struggle which is now going on, the result of which is 
not in doubt, is inevitable am! will be revolutionary. As the 
bourgeoisie defeated the old feudal and aristocratic class and 
then installed itself in its place, so the proletariat will dethrone 
the bourgeoisie and rule in its stead. Tlien will disapj)ear the 
bourgeois system of law and government, bourgeois morality and 
religion, all so many ‘‘prejudices” — which is merely another 
word for economic “ interests.” 

But there have been class conflicts in the past which grew and 
waxed for a time and then waned and faded away. What reason 
^is there for supposing that this particular “ class struggle ” will 
become steadily more and more tense and acute and will finally 
^end in revolution.? The reason is that “ capitalistic production ” 
vhas two inevitable, unvarying tendencies, greater and greater 
concentration of wealth in the hands of fewer and fewer people, 
and greater and greater misery for the wage-earners, the “ ex- 
j^ploited.” Capitalists will become fewer and fewer and richer and 
richer as the big ones swallow up the little. The laboring class, 
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that is, the proletariat, will become larger and larger, as many 
small capitalists, small farmers and merchants, lawyers, doctors, 
teachers, the professional people in general, in other words, the 
middle classes, unable to hold their own with big capital,” will 
be driven down and down until they land in the proletariat. 
When you get society divided not into several classes but only 
into two, and those two sharply differentiated by increasing 
wealth and increasing misery, then there can be only one outcome, 
a so.cial revolutioii. The vast majority of men will not be con- 
tent to remain forever the wretched tools of a small and selfish 
minority, controlling all the means of production, that is, holding 
the veritable keys of life and death. They will, when that in- 
tolerable moment has been reached, rise in their wrath, over- 
throw their oppressors, and themselves take control of the 
instruments of production. On this point the Manifesto of 1848 
speaks with its accustomed energy and clarity : “ All previous 
historical movements were movements of minorities, in the interest 
of minorities. The proletarian movement is the self-conscious, 
independent movement of tlic immense majority. The proletariat, 
the lowest stratum of our present society, cannot stir, cannot 
raise itself without the whole superincumbent stratum of official 
society being blown into the air.” As tlie capitalistic method of 
production is responsible for this situation, it may be said that 
what the bourgeoisie therefore produces, above all, are its own 
grave-diggers. Its fall and the victory of the proletariat are 
inevitable.” 

Capitalism is therefore finally hoist with its own petard, or 
to quote another Marxian phrase, the expropriators are ex- 
propriated.” ‘‘ Let tlie ruling classes tremble at a communistic 
revolution,” says the meaty Manifesto. ‘‘ The proletarians have 
nothing to lose but tlieir chains. They have a world to win.” 
If the struggle in which such tremendous things are at stake 
cannot be otherwise won no (juarter is to be given. The year 
after the appearance of the Manifesto^ Marx wrote: ‘‘We are 
ruthless and want no consideration from you [the bourgeoisie] ; 
when our turn comes, revolutionary terrorism wdll not be sugar- 
coated. . . . There is but one way of simplifying, shortening, 
concentrating the death agony of the old society, as well as thej 
bloody labor of the new world’s birth — revolutionary Terror ”; 
— a plirase' which Russian Bolshevists were to recall seventy] 
years later- 

Sucli are the three basic principles of Marxian* Socialism, the 
economic or^.jaiate idalistic interpretation ^ oi 
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j^fyiigg lo^ ftTifl the inevitable social revolution. There are also 
two or tliree other principles or theories which cannot be ex- 
amined liere in tliis brief summary, such as the theory of surplus 
value, and of recurring economic crises declared to be inherent 
in the present economic system. Another cardinal teaching of 
tMarx is that the economic movement which lie is describing 
i^s not national, b\it "international. The laborers of S’" giV5Ii 
^country have Tar 'more in common with the laborers of other 
countries, than they have with the capitalists of their own. All 
Socialists are brothers, whereas not all Germans or Frenchmen 
or Americans are. All are ‘‘ comrades.” Class interests have 
precedence over national interests. The proletarian has no 
country, only a birthplace. “JiVorkingmen of All Countries, 
CInite.t”, such are the closing words of the Manifesto of 1848. 

How has tliis elaborate and imposing body of thought called 
Marxian Socialism fared at the hands of critics and at the hands 
of time.^ It may be said at once that if Socialism depended 
solely upon the truth of the principles which have been stated 
it would long ago have lost all force, for those princi])les have 
been riddled and disproved by an army of com])etent critics, 
including many Socialists themselves. And the lapse of time 
has not been kind to those so-called tendencies which were to 
lead to the complete collapse of capitalism. Marx’s “ truths ” 
have turned out to be only half-truths, or truths for the time 
being, or no truths at all. Ilis fundamental doctrine of the 
economic interpretation of history, while useful in inciting much 
fruitful investigation into the economic aspects of history, is 
woefully inadequate as an explanation of all history. Economic 
cause and effect have been important in the past, without question, 
but they do not suffice to reveal the whole story. The history 
of mankind is the history of the entire life of man on this earth, 
and that is a very complicated matter to w4uch there is no single 
key. Life is much more than meat and much more than raiment, 
and no materialistic philosophy can exqdain it or adequately 
account for its immensely varied phenomena. The economic in- 
terpretation of history is a gross exaggeration. You cannot 
explain the action of the race during all past history, or during 
a century or two, or even during the present moment, by the 
magic of any single formula or rule. Marx claimed that his 
system was rigorously scientific,” to be forever distinguished 
from the utopianism ” of the systems of his socialistic prede- 
cessors. But the scientist does not get very far in postulating 
his laws, if he ignores or misconceives many of the elements in- 
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volvcd. Many other motives or instincts operate upon men be- 
sides the economic, and often these others act, in fact, in direct 
oj)position to tlie economic. There are racial characteristics, 
religious and patriotic motives, the fighting instinct, the dynamic 
power of exceptional individuals, attested by all history, the 
influence of traditions and of customs, tlie jDower of eloquence 
inspiring the most surprising actions, the responsiveness of the 
masses to this or that suggestion, or mob psychology,^’ if 
you prefer a rather disobliging term, — all these and many other 
factors have gone into the making of history and it is the difficult 
business of the historian to analyze them and to show their rela- 
tive contributions to any given period in man’s evolution. No 
historian can for a moment claim to be scientific who ascribes all 
the phenomena of the past to the operations of one force, of one 
of the interests of men, of one of the aspects of his nature. He 
can be propagandist or sectarian, if he proceeds thus, but never 
scientific. It is highly useful and desirable to study economic 
history but it is also useful and desirable to preserve one’i^ 
intellectual balance in so doing. Marx, himself, did not preserve 
this necessarv balance. There is danger in positing the future 
upon a single category of tendencies, as did Marx, for if time 
proves that those tendencies were merely temporary, then your 
forecast of the end toward which they arc verging, will prove 
an embarrassment to yourself. And this is what has happened^ 
to Karl Marx. 

The theories of Karl Marx are based upon certain tendencies 
which their author observed and which he assumed would con- 
tinue to ]iersist until the great revolutionary change should 
occur. But in social matters it is hazardous to make so colossal 
an assumption as tliis. Society is likel}’ to react against ten- 
dencies which it finds injurious. In other words tendencies de- 
velop counter-tendencies and this is what has happened in this 
instance with a result very damaging to the idea of the inevi- 
tability of social revolution. 

Every tendency,” says Professor Simkhovitch, “ that Marx 
and Engels confided in has been checked, retarded, deflected^j, 
or reversed. Industry has not concentrated to any such extent 
as the fathers of scientific socialism expected. Agriculture shows 
tendencies towards decentralization. The concentration of 
wealth and pioletarization of the middle class has proved a fable; 
and moderate incomes are steadily increasing in number. The 
idea of the growing misery of the proletariat is abandoned in 
view of facts that prove the opposite; the class struggle, instead 
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of increasing, is as a whole diminishing. Commercial crises, that 
were to increase till they destroyed like an earthquake our whole 
industrial organization, are admittedly abating their fury. . . . 
What interests us is the fact that it is not our industrial society 
but Jhe Marxian theory that has broken down.’^ ^ 

But despite tliis fact that most of the theories upon which 
Marx based his scientific ” Socialism have been discredited by 
the criticism which they have encountered, despite the fact that 
they have been rejected by many thoughtful Socialists them- 
selves, such as Bernstein and the so-called Revisionists, neverthe- 
less the Socialist movement has grown greatly and constantly 
since Marx first sounded his call to arms. Socialist parties exist 
in all countries, the Socialist vote is everywhere an appreciable 
factor in politics and in many countries a very weighty factor. 
How is this phenomenal growth to be explained in view of the 
fact that the theories of the school have proved so vulnerable? 

This explanation lies in the fact that Socialism lias been, apart 
from all theories, the severest critic of existing conditions, that 
it has pointed out concretely, repeatedly and unsparingly the 
evils and defects of the present industrial system, that it lias 
studied and dilated upon every aspect of that most formidable 
and most complex problem of the relations of capital and labor. 
Society as it is, being the product of the industrial revolution, 
has persistently demanded reform, to conform to enlightened 
standards of justice and humanity. The Socialists are not the 
only ones to see the needs of the situation. All tlirough tlic 
nineteenth century social reformers of many kinds have been 
at work and have, in sum, accomyilished extraordinary results. 
But the Socialists liave from the start had a better organization, 
and a definite and comprehensive ])lan, confidently advertised 
as ensuring tlie best means of escape from existing abuses. More- 
over Socialists have directed their appeal directly to the masses 
and they have had a wide response. A theory does not need to 
be sound, a plan docs not need to be practicable, in order to 
appeal to those who suffer or are dissatisfied. The history of 
error has always been a considerable part of the history of man- 
kind. Moreover it should not be supposed that all those who, 
in different countries, vote the Socialist ticket are Socialists. 
Many voters plump for Socialist candidates merely as an em- 
phatic way of expressing their discontent with other parties, or 
merely as a yjrotest against certain abuses which those parties 
will not taclcle. But, however this may be, and however large 
1 Simkhovitch, Marjnsm versus Socialism, 239. 
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the deductions must be, the rise and development of socialistic 
parties and of international socialism are subjects of the first 
importance in recent history. 

Another feature of the philosophy of Karl Marx, namely, its 
international character, ought to be mentioned. This was openly 
proclaimed in the Manifesto of 1848: proletarians of all .lands, 
unite ! ” Such was the watchword. Laborers were the largest 
element of the population in every country and success was 
assured them if tlicy should only work together. In union would 
they find the necessary strength. Sixteen years after the an- 
nouncement of this necessity, there was founded in London 
(1864) “The International Association of Working Men,” now 
called the First International. The entrance of Socialism into 
politics is a fact of the first importance, within both the national 
and the international field. The International Association was 
founded for the purpose of co-ordinating and systematizing the 
operations of Socialistic societies, grou])S, parties everywhere. 
The labor problem was declared to be not a local nor a national 
problem but an international one. Numbers, as Marx told the 
workingmen, were on their side, but could only be made effective 
by union, and the union must transcend national boundaries. The 
International, as organized in London, was to have a General 
Council on which each nation was to be represented. This Council 
was to summon annual congresses, and was to stimulate and 
correlate as far as possible the efforts of the local societies and 
the national parties, whenever and wherever they should arise,, 
was to serve as a clearing house of information and suggestion. 
It was to be a generator of energy, an organizer of propaganda. 
Socialism in action. It adopted the Marxian economic theories 
and was pledged to their advocacy everywhere. It inspired alarm 
in the minds of the governing classes in various countries, who 
saw in it the possibility of a general uprising of the laboring 
classes. The congress called to meet in Brussels in 1865 was 
forbidden by the Belgian government. After that a congress 
was held every year, usually in Switzerland. In its pronounce- 
ments the International became more and more revolutionary. 
Each succeeding congress added something in the line of defining 
the Socialistic position. 

The International had on the wliole a considerable _ sucaess- . 
in educating »thc opinion of workingmen. Its membership was, 
however, never very large, its financial resources were slight. 
It was motley in composition, composed of radicals of various 
strains who harmonized none too well. Indeed its history was 
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signalized by a series of internal struggles for control, the chief 
of which was that between Marx and Bakunin, a Russian refugee 
who believed in anarchy and who wished to commit the Inter- 
national to the support of his theories. Here was a clash of 
two programmes, the collectivism of Marx and the anarchy of 
Bakunin, and a clasli of two policies, Marx’s policy of legal po- 
litical action, Bakunin’s of violence. In tlie end the anarcliists 
were expelled. 

Attacked from witliout, and torn within by rival factions, 
the International did not last long. It was really a society for 
the propagation of doctrine. It gave Marx a ])ulpit and a 
trumpet with which to address the world of labor. But the 
nationalism of the period, a period which was w^itnessing the 
unification of Italy and Germany, w^as unfavorable to the 
spread of a philosophy of internationalism. Moreover Karl 
Marx himself gave it a serious blow by his laudation of the Paris 
Commune of 1871 : The Paris of the w^orkers, with its (\>mmune, 
will ever be celebrated as the glorious herald of a new^ society. 
Its martyrs w^ill be enshrined in the great lieart of the working 
class. History has already nailed its destroyers on the })illory, 
from wdiich all the prayers of their priests are im])otent to 
deliver them.” 

']rhe final congress of the International was held in 187y, and 
three years later the association was formally declared dissolved. 

1 While it had accomplished no positive results in legislation it had 
rendered familiar to large numbers of the working classes the 
thought that their problems and interests were international in 
^character and could only be solved by the co-operation of the 
workers of all countries. This thought was destined to live on in 
such circles, circles ever widening. Tlie International also 
started the ideas of Marx on their tour of the w^orld. The 
progress of Socialism, however, was to be achieved, not through 
it, but, most strikingly, through the development of compact, 
aggressive Socialist ])olitical ])arties wdthin the different states. 
The first of these and the most im[)ortant, in itself and in its 
outside influence, was the Social Democratic Party of (ircrmany. 
The preliminary work had been done, the socialistic dogmas had 
been defined. That had been the work of Marx. Organization 
and agitation along national lines only remained, and these 
were in process of formation during the years wd>en the Inter- 
national was trying its futile experiment wdth an international 
Socialist party. 

While the International was engaged in this attempt to found 
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a great international Socialist party which should unite the 
laborers of all countries under a common banner and a central 
authority, an attempt that proved futile and short-lived, there 
was bei ng formed in Germany a nationalist Socialist party, which, 
by reason of its able and resourceful leadership, its supple and 
effective organization, its trenchant and vigorous programme, 
was destined to an extraordinary growth, until in the course of, 
time it became tlic largest party in Germany, having also served, 
meanwhile, as a model for the Socialists of other countries. This 
party was founded by.^^er^nand Lassalle^ a man whose career 
was as brilliant and sensational as it was brief and energetic. 

Like Marx, the founder of International Socialism, Lassalle, 
the f ounder of National Socialism, was of Jewish extraction. The 
son of prosperous parents, he was given the best opportunities 
for education, which, moreover, he utilized to the full. His 
father, a rich Breslau merchant, intended him for a business 
career, but as business was not at all to his taste, the youngj 
man gave himself up to the prosecution of his favorite studies, 
philology and philosophy, at the universities of Breslau and 
Berlin. Plaving completed his university work he went to Paris, 
where he made the acquaintance of his lyrical and witty fellow- 
countryman, the poet Heine. Heine, in giving him a letter of 
introduction to certain literary circles in Berlin, paints the 
young man as a person of the most remarkable gifts, who com- 
bines great knowledge with great acuteness, and altogether ex- 
ceptional powers of expression with practical ability and driving 
force. Heine added that Lassalle was liighly modern, a typical 
representative of the new age, quite lacking in all modesty and 
revealing no talent for self-denial. 

In Berlin Lassalle was well received and made many acquaint- 
ances in the literary and political and university world. He 
was pronounced a WundcrVimh a miraculous child, by no less 
illustrious person than William von Humboldt. In Berlin he 
made the acquaintance of the Countess Hatzfeldt, w^hose husband 
was wasting his fortune in ])rofligate living and leaving her in 
penury. Lassalle, like a true knight errant, believing the lady 
outrageousl3^ wronged, offered his services, fell to studying law, 
fought the case through thirty-six courts during nine years, 
brought the faithless Count to terms and won an ample fortune 
for the Countess. Tliis long-drawn-out trial, one of the most 
extraordinary of the nineteenth centurv, had its element of' 
scandal but it made the name of Lassalle knowm throughout; 
Germany, 
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The spirit of revolt was in this man’s blood. part 

in the revolutionary movement of 1848 he had been sentenced to 
six months’ imprisonment for having incited workingmen to acts 
of violence. Thus by the time he was twenty-throe he was known 
as a champion of the laboring classes. For many years he was 
not allowed to reside in Berlin because of his participation in 
the events of 1848, but in 1859, he dared to enter that city dis- 
guised as a cart-driver, and, through the influence of Humboldt 
with the King, was finally allowed to remain. Plunging into the 
constitutional struggle, which shortly broke out between Bis- 
marck and the Liberals of the Prussian Chamber, lie advocated 
a cause represented by neither party in that famous quarrel, the 
cause of the workingmen. Lassalle was now launched upon that 
: brief, agitated, pyrotechnical career as advanced democrat and 
radical social reformer which was to constitute his claim to a 
distinct place in history. By his facile pen, by his impassioned 
eloquence, by his extraordinary argumentative power, by the 
magnetism of his personality, by his boldness and his feverish 
activity, he impressed himself upon his age and started an agita- 
tion which has not yet stopped. 

A curious leader for the poor, the world’s disinherited ! A 
man of fashion, i>ybaritic in his tastes and with plenty of money 
to satisfy those tastes, a connoisseur of wines, an amazing con- 
versationalist, with the halo of successful authorsliip about liiin, 
this champion of the toiling masses gave the most brilliant dinners 
in Berlin, dinners which were the talk of the town. As vain as 
he was ambitious, he bragged unconscionably, saying, among 
other things, that in every line he wrote he was armed Avith the 
/whole culture of his century. There was a streak of vulgarity 
'and much that was theatrical in this man, who in 1864 tossed 
away his life in a wretched duel, born of a frenzied love-aff'air, 
land thus ended a most promising career. 

But before he died he had left his mark on history. An un- 
rivalled controversialist, an indefatigable worker, an agitator 
who knew no fear and who never rested on his oars, he conceived 
his mission to be to arouse the workingmen of Germany to . a 
sense of their commanding future, to organize and instruct the 
masses. In speeches and in numerous treatises, which bore wit- 
ness to the power of his altogether exceptional mind, he criticized 
the existing capitalistic system of production from every angle 
|and advocated the substitution for it of social production, pro- 
ductive association with state credit, a plan somewhat like that 
which had been advocated by Louis Blanc. This idea was to have 



LIEBKNECHT AND BEBEL 


279 


no very great future. Indeed it soon disappeared. But another 
idea, namely, that the workingmen of Germany, who had hitherto 
had no political power, should form a great natipnal political 
party, pledged to fight for democracy and for the amelioriation 
of the “ normal conditions of the entire working classes,” was 
destined to a vigorous life. Lassalle’s fundamental idea was that 
only through the acquisition of political power could the social 
revolution be effected. In 1863 he founded tlie General WorVing- 
mens Association of Germany, and was its first president, con- 
ducting its affairs wuth ability, making tours among the 
industrial cities of Germany which sometimes resembled trium- 
phal processions, agitating, orating, corresponding, and appear- 
ing in a dozen state trials started against him by watchful, 
zealous officials. Lassalle died on August 31, 1861, at the age of 
thirty-nine, leaving a movement that had only begun. His in- 
fluence was, however, destined steadily to increase among the 
working classes. I^assalle had also revived the old name of 1818,^ 

S ocial .DeuxocxajtA ’ and it became the title of the party organ," 
establisTTcd the year after his death. 

Lassalle’s field of action lay mainly in Prussia and North 
Germany. Meanwliile there was growing up in Saxony and in 
South Germany another workingman’s party which derived its 
inspiration direct from iVlarx, and was in fact one of the fruits 
of Marx’s international movement. Liebknecht,' ‘ the 

leader of this group, was a friend ano^isciple of Marx. A 
revolutionist of 1818, Liebknecht had had the usual fortune of 
the revolutionists of tliat period and had been driven from 
Germany and had taken refuge in Switzerland, where he had come 
into touch with Mazzini. Expelled from Switzerland he went to 
London where for thirteen years he was closely associated with 
Marx. Returning to Germany in 1862, he sought to spread the 
influence of the newly founded International. Liebknecht, like 
Lassalle and Marx, was a university man, of wide learning, a 
powerful debater. But he was not the man to win a large 
personal following, being rigid and dogmatic and lacking many 
of the qualities that please. He made a notable convert in August 
Bebel (1810—1913), a wood-turner, the son of Roman Catholic 
parents, a young man of twenty-five, fourteen years his junior. 
Bebel had had no such educational opportunities as had Lieb- 
knecht, but 'had educated himself , ^as best he could and with 
considerable success. It was (Bebell who captured the working 
classes for the new international Socialism of Marx, and who 
ultimately became the unquestioned leader of the German prole- 
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tariat, developing into an antagonist so redoubtable that even 
Bismarck himself found no pleasure in encountering him. 

^..^^his international, group of Socialists, as distinguished from 
the nationalist grouj), followers of Lassallc, founded in 1869, at 
^^senach the Saeial Democratic Workingmen’s Partj, based upon 
Marxian principles. Thus there w^cre two Socialist parties in 
Germany, the Lassalleans and the Eisenachers.” J"or several 
years the two pSTrKes held separate congresses, nominated separate 
candidates for the Reichstag, and fought each otlicr generally. 
As tlieir aims were, however, fundamentally tlic same it was only 
a (jiiestion of time when they would fuse and this tliey did in 
1^75, at Gotha, assuming the name of the Socialistic Working 
iy[en’sT^arty of Germany. The programme tlien adopted was, 
on the theoretical side, a compromise between the doctrines and 
and formulae of Marx and Lassallc; labor, ‘‘the source of all 
wealth and all culture,” the ownersliip of the instruments of 
labor by society as a whole, the entire product of industry be- 
longing to society, that product to be distributed justly. The 
emancipation of labor must be the work of the laboring class, 
in contrast to which all other classes are only a reactionary 
mass.” The party demanded the establishment of Socialistic 
productive associations with State help under the democratic 
control of the laboring peo])lc.” 

The party also demanded, as the basis of the state, universal, 
direct and equal suffrage, secret and obligatory voting, a ])eo])lc’s 
army in place of standing armies, questions of war and peace 
to be decided directly by the people; freedom of the press, of 
associations and public meetings; free justice and free and uni- 
versal education ; the unrestricted right of combination ; prohibi- 
tion of all child labor, and of all women’s labor tliat is injurious 
to health and morality ; laws for the protection of the life and 
health of workmen; ins})ection of mines, factories, workshops, and 
home industries bj’ officials chosen by the workmen; a normal 
working day corresponding to the needs of society ” and the pro- 
hibition of Sunday labor. Religion was declared to be a ])rivate 
concern, which meant that church and state ouglit to be separated. 

The work accomplished at Gotha was important. It created 
for the first time in a great European state a single, working- 
man’s Socialist party, with a complete and permanent organiza- 
tion, and a definite programme of ])rinciples and practical aims. 
This party was to have its annual meetings and its own official 
organ. It was to compete with tlie other parties in the political 
arena offered by the institutions of the newly founded German 
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Empire. The party was also to exert a great and increasinf^. 
international influence as it became a model for the Socialists in; 
other countries. Indeed, its international influence was to be! 
far greater than that of the International properly so-calledJ 
which after a brief existence of ten years had passed out off 
existence three years before the meeting at Gotha. 

Three years after that meeting, in 1878, Bismarck turned 
liis attention to this party which now seemed menacing. In 1871 
the Socialists had elected two members to tlie Reichstag, three 
years later their representation increased to nine, and in 1877 to 
twelve. The Socialist votes polled in the first ordinary returns 
were: in 1871, 124,655 out of a total of *1,892,160; in 1874, 
;j51,952 out of 5,190,254, and in 1877, 493,288 out of 5,401,021. 
Among the fourteen parties or factions of Germany it had, in'j 
1877, reached tlie fiftli place in the number of popular votes, andJ 
the eighth in the number of members in the Reichstag. 
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THE GERMAN EMPIRE UNDER WILLIAM I 

The Franco-German war completed the unification of Germany. 
That unification was, however, no by-j)roduct of a war, no 
astounding improvisation of a genius in politics and diplomacy. 
The foundations had been laid before, and the superstructure 
had been slowly and painfully built up. Many forces had long 
been co-operating, as we have seen, and had at last converged 
toward this trium])hant issue. Most effective of all was the pas- 
sion for nationality, which gave to Ihe nineleenth century such 
elevation of emotion everywhere. Rut all tliese factors might 
have failed of results in the domain of politics had it not been 
for the rise of a forceful and sagacious statesman to a position 
of vast power in the l^russian state. How he used that power 
has been shown. 

T1 le Constitution of the new state was adopted immediately 
after the close of the war with Ih’ance, and went into force 
April 1(), 1871. In most res})ects it was simj)ly the Constitution 
of the North German Confederation of 18(57. The name Con- 
federation gave way to that of Em])ire, and the name of Emperor 
was substituted for that of President. Rut the Empire was ixy 
confederation, consisting of twenty-five states, and one im])erial 
territory, Alsace-Lorraine. The King of Prussia was ipso facto 
German Emperor. The Rundesrath and the Reichstag con- 
tinued, enlarged by the admission of new members from the new 
states, but with practically the same powers. The Emperor de- 
clared war with the consent of the Rundesrat; he made treaties 
which, if they concerned matters that fell within the sphere of 
imperial legislation, must be ratified by Ihirliament. He was head 
of the army and navy. He was assisted by a Chancellor whom 
he appointed, and wliom he removed, who was not responsible to 
the Parliament but to him alone. Under the Chancellor were 
various secretaries of state, who simply administered departments, 
but who did not form a cabinet responsible to Parliament. The 
'Empire was a constitutional monarchy, but not a parliamentary! 
one. 
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Laws were made by the Bundesrath and the Reichstag. The 
s,Bundcsrat consisted of delegates appointed by the rulers of 
the different states. The votes of each state, ranging in number 
from one to seventeen, were cast only as a unit and that according 
^^to the instructions of the state government. The Reichstag was 
tJie only popular element in the Empire. It consisted of 397 
members, elected for a term of five years by the voters, that is, 
^men twenty-five years of age or older. The powers of the Reichs- 
tag were inferior to those of most of the other popular chambers 
•^f Europe. It neither made nor unmade ministries. While it, in 
conjunction with the Bundesrath, voted the appropriations, cer- 
tain ones, notably those for the army, were voted for a period 
of years. Its consent was required for new taxes, wliereas taxes 
previously levied continued to be collected witliout the consent 
of Parliament being secured again. The matters on which Parlia- 
ment might legislate were those concerning army, navy, commerce, 
tariffs, railways, postal systems, telegraphs, civil and criminal 
law. On matters not within the jurisdiction of the Empire each 
state legislated as it cliose.^ 

The German Em])ire w'as unicjue among federal governments 
in that it was a confederation of monarchical states, which, more- 
over, were very unequal in size and po])ulation, ranging from 
I’russia with a population of 37, 000, 000, and covering two- 
thirds of the territory, down to Schaumburg-Lij)pc, wdth a popu- 
lation of 45,000. Tliree members of the Empire were republics: 
Liibeck, Bremen, and Hamburg. The rest were monarchies. All 
])ossessed constitutions and legislatures, more or less liberal. 
This confederation differed from otlier governments of its class in 
that the states were of unecjual voting power in both houses, one 
state largely preponderating, Prussia, a fact explained by its 
great size, its population, and the importance of its histo^dc role. 

Betw^een 1871 and 1918, when the Empire w’^as overthrown, 
Germany had three Emperors, William I (1871—1888), Fred- 
erick HI (March 9-June 15, 1888), and William II, from 1888 
to 1918. 

The reign of William I, as Emperor, falls into tw’o periods; 
vfrom 1871 to 1878, a period of internal administrative reforms, 
and of bitter struggles with the Roman Catholic Church — and 
^from 1878 till 1888, the year of his death, a period character- 
ized by the prominence of economic questions, of protection to 
industries, of social reforms, and of the acquisition of colonies. 

1 The constitution is given in How^ard, The German Empire, 403-435, 
^nd in Dodd, Modem Constitutions, I, 325-351. 
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During all this time Bismarck was the Emperor’s chief min- 
ister or Chancellor. Having in nine years made the King, whom 
he found upon the point of abdicating, the most powerful ruler 
in Europe, and having .given Germans unity, he remained the 
chief figure in the state twenty years longer until his resignation 
in 1890. 

His position now was one of immense prestige and authority. 
Much legislation rendered desirable by the new situation was 
'^passed in the next few years. Imperial offices were organized. 
An imperial bureau of railroads was established (1873). In' 
1873 monometallism was ado])ted in the place of the confusion of 
groschen, kreutzer, which hindered trade. New coins were issued,* 
bearing on one side the effigy of the Emperor, and on the other 
the arms of the Empire — “ going to preach to the people the 
good news of unity.” The Imperial Bank was erected in 1875, 
and, in 1877, elaborate laws on civil and criminal ])rocedure, oni 
bankruptcy, on the judicial organization, and still later, a civil' 
code, were passed. A new system of local government was adopted 
* for cantons, circles, or provinces, whereby the judicial and police 
authority of the nobility was abolished, and more power was 
given the voters. 


THE KULTURKAMPF 

No sooner was the new Empire established than it w'as torn 
by a fierce religious conflict that lasted many years, the so-called 
Kulturiampf, or war for civilization, a contest between the State 
|and the Roman Catholic Cliurch. Germany had, since the time 
of Luther, been divided among the Protestants and Catholics, 
the Protestants predominating. South German states, Bavaria^ 
Baden, wore Catholic. In Prussia, the stronghold of Protestant-* 
ism, there were two strong Catholic sections, to the east in the 
Polish provinces, and to the west along the Rhine. Many causes 
contributed to the fanning of religious passions at this time. 
B V th e Prussian Constitution of 18.50 almost complete liberty 
of action and control of organization were granted the Church, 
which availed itself most energetically of the advantage thus 
offered. Religious societies, monastic orders, missions, were estab-* 
lished widely and conducted an active and uncommonly successful 
propaganda during the next fifteen years. Prominent among 
these were the^^uits. Two classes were alarmed by this prog- 
ress, the orthddox iProtestants, and those devoted to freedom of 
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thought, who dreaded the rise of religious fanaticism as preju- 
dicial to culture. 

The wars with Austria and France increased the religious 
disturbance. They were victories by a Protestant state over two 
strongly Catholic powers. Leadership in Germany had passed 
from Austida, in ELurope from Austria and France^^ the prin- 
cipal Protestant nation of the cpntincntj Prussia, In the Seven 
Weeks’ War, the Catholic states, Bavaria, Baden, had sided with 
Austria. It was widely believed that the French war had been 
largely occasioned by tlie Jesuits, working through tlie Empress 
Eugenie, and animating her ardent desire to humble the growing 
Protestant power. vJHsmarck shared this belief. The loss of the 
Pope's temjmral power just at this time, 1870, embitteredjCath- 
>olics^ During the war of 1870 the Arclibishop of Posen went to 
Versailles to solicit Bismarck’s intervention in belialf of tlie Pap- 
acy. He was coldly received. Ajiparently with the purpose of 
bringing political pressure to bear upon the Chancellor, a C^holic 
party was organized at once, the so-called ! Cciiter J and in thci 
election |p the first Imperial Parliament it v/on sixty-three seats ;1 
in the election to the Prussian legislature or Landtag, forty- 
seven. This party desired the restoration of the temporal power 
and the independence of the Cliurch. T he immediate cause^oLthev. 
conflhtt was the proclamation by the VaGcaji C^ pf 

the new dogma of papal infallibility^, the dogma that the Pope 
can not err ‘‘ when he defines ex cathedra, and in virtue of his 
apostolic authority any doctrine of faith, or morals,” a dogma 
tiuit shocked Liberals thoroughly penetrated wuth the modern 
scientific spirit, and that seemed to politicians to assert that tlie 
Pope was superior to all rulers, and had a claim upon the loyalty 
of the faithful superior to that of their sovereigns. 

On the promulgation of this dogma a conflict broke out be- 
tween the Church and the State. In the Vatican Council the 
German bishojis had opposed the new dogma, but had been in the 
minority. It was now required that all bishops and priests should 
subscribe to it; the large majority did so, but some refused. A 
leading opponent was Dol l^ n ^e r , a distinguished professor and 
theologian. OrderednEo"'expfaSi the dogma ir\ Tils university of. 
Munich, he denied the principles on which it was based. As a 
Christian, a theologian, an historian and a citizen, I cannot 
accept this dpetrine,” he declared. He was accordingly 
inunicated. As an answ^er to this the university elected him as 
its Rector. The conflict quickly widened, affecting schools and 
parishes. The dissidents called themseli^es Old Catholics, pro- 
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claiming their adherence to historic Catholicism, but rejecting 
merely tliis addition to their creed as false. These men were 
excommunicated and deprived of their positions as priests or 
teachers. People were forbidden to attend worship in churches 
where they officiated, students to attend the lectures of such pro- 
fessors. The Old Catholics thereupon appealed to the imperial 
and state governments for protection. A religious war was 
shortly in pi-ogress, which grew more bitter each year. First 
the Imperial Parliament forbade the religious orders to engage*^ 
in teaching; then, in 1872, it expelled the Jesuits from Gerinany^^ 
Of all legislation enacted during this struggle, the Falk or May 
i ^ay .s of the Prussian legislature were the most important (passed 
in May of three successive years, 1878, 1871, 1875). Bismarck 
supported them on the ground that the contest was political, not 
religious, that there must be no state within the state, no power 
considering itself superior to the established authorities. The 
State must be lay. He also believed that the whole movement 
was conducted by those opposed to German unity. Anything 
that ini])eriled that unity must be crushed. These May 
JLaws ^ve the State large powers over the education and ap- 
pointment of the clergy. They forbade the Roman Catholic 
Church to intervene in any way in civil affairs, or to coerce citi- 
zens or officials; they required that all clergymen should^ pass 
the regular state examination of the gymnasium, and should study 
theology for three years at a state university; that all Catholic 
seminaries should be subject to state inspection. They also 
established control over the ajipointment and dismissal of priests. 
A law was passed making civil marriage compulsory. This was 
to reduce the power that priests could exercise by refusing to 
marry a Catholic and a Protestant, and now even Old Catholics. 
Religious orders were suppressed. 

Against these laws the Catholics indignantly protested. The 
E^pe_dccLared . them xjull and void; the clergy refused to obey 
them, and the faithful rallied to tlie support of the clergy. To 
enforce them the_Government resorted to fines, imprisonment, 
deprivation of salary, expulsion from the country. The con- 
flict spread everywhere, into little villages, as well as into the 
cities into the universities and schools. li^^dpminated 
|or sever^X.years. In more than a thousand parishes in Prussia,'^ 
ailr*Treligious services were suspended and churches^ were closed. 
There was no priest to baptize or to marry. Eight out of the'" 
twelve bishoprics were vacant. One bishop had fled to Austria, 
another was hiding in a little village in Holland, and in order 
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to visit his fcllow-Catholics at Munich, had disguised himself as 
a peddler; another, a cardinal, had taken refuge within the 
Vatican itself. The national life was more and more troubled, 
and the end was not being accomplished. Indeed, the resistance 
of the Catholics only stiffened under what they called this 
‘‘ Diocletian persecution.” In the elections of 1877 the Center 
sucJe^ecT in returning ninety-two members, and was the largest 
party in the Reichstag. It was evident that the policy was a 
failure. Meanwhile other questions were becoming prominent, of 
an economic and social character, and Bismarck wished to be free 
to handle them. Particularly requiring attention, in his opinion, 
and that of William I, was a new and most menacing party, the 
Socialii^. Bismarck therefore prepared to retreat. The death 
of Pius IX in 1878, and the election of Leo XIII, a more con- 
cilatory and diplomatic Pope, facilitated the change of policy. 
rProm 1878 to 1887 the anti-clerical legislation was in one detail ) 
rafter another abandoned. ^Pirst the May Laws were suspended,' 
in 1879; then rescinded in 1886; jieligious orders were permitted 
to return, with tlm exception of the Jesuits (1887). Of the 
various laws only those concerning civil marriage and the civil 
registration of births and deaths, and the state inspection of 
schools were left. In return for the measures surrendered 
Bismarck gained the support of the Center for laws which he 
now had more at heart. 

The religious conflict lasted fifteen years, and was acute during 
five. Its only permanent result was to consolidate and strengthen 
the Center or Catholic party, which was henceforth for many 
years the strongest party in this Protestant country. 

BISMARCK AND THE POLICY OF PROTECTION 

In 1879, Bismarck brought about a profound change in the 
financial and industrial policy of Germany by inducing Parlia- 
ment to abandon the policy of a low tariff, and comparative free 
trade, and Jt^ jidopt a system of high tariff and pronounced .pro*: 
dection. His purposes were twofold. He wished to increase th© 
revenue of the Empire and to encourage native industries. Thq 
income of the Phnpire consisted mainly of customs duties^ 
•Further funds, if necessary, were furnished by the several states,! 
their quotas being apportioned according to population. Now 
the revenue from customs proved insufficient. P^or some years 
there had been a deficit, which involved heavier and heavier taxa- 
tion of the states, to enable them to meet the Assessments. If 
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the revenue of the Empire should be increased so that it could 
meet its own expenses and have a surplus, its political strength 
would be greatly augmented. For, instead of appealing to the 
states for contributions, it could distribute the surplus to the 
states, thus relieving them of taxation for federal purposes ; and 
could also use it as a fund for the social reforms which Bismarck 
had in mind and which will shortly be described. 

Moreover, Bismarck now desired high tariff duties in order to 
protect and encourage home industries. In adopting the prin- 
ciple of protection, he was not influenced, he asserted, by the 
theories of economists, but by his own observation of facts. In 
his speech of the 2nd of May 1879, in which he introduced his 
protective policy, lie said that he did not propose to discuss pro- 
tection and free trade in the abstract. He observed that while 
England was the only nation following the latter policy, France 
and Austria and Russia and the United States were pronounced 
adherents of the former, and that it was too much to ask that 
Germany should permanently remain tlie dujie of an amiable 
error. ‘‘We have liitherto,’’ he said, “owing to our policy of 
the open door, been the dumping-ground for the over-production 
lof other countries. It is this, in my ojiinion, that has depressed 
prices in Germany, that has prevented the growth of our 
industries, the development of our economic life. Let us but 
close the door, let us raise the somewhat higher barrier which I 
am now proposing, and see to it that at least we preserve for 
German industry the same market which we are now good- 
naturedly allowing foreigners to exploit. . . . The fact is 
that our condition is unsatisfactory and, in my opinion, is worse 
than that of any of our protectionist neighbors. If the dangers 
of protection were as great as they are painted by enthusiastic 
free-traders, France would have been a ruined and impoverished 
country long ago, because of the theories which she has followed 
ever since the time of Colbert. , . . For the abstract teach- 
ings of science in this connection I care not a straw. I base my 
opinion on experience, the experience of our own time. I see that 
protectionist countries are prospering, that free-trade countries 
are retrograding and that great and powerful England, the 
mighty athlete, who, having hardened her sinews, stepped out into 
the open market and said: ‘ Who will fight me.^ I am ready for^ 
any and all,’ even she is gradually returning towarej protection, 
and w^ill in a few years adopt it, in order to keep for herself at. 
least the English market,” ^ 

1 Koh], Die politischen Reden des Fursien Bismarck, VIII, 11-32. 
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On another occasion Bismarck pointed out that England had 
adopted free trade only after having given such ample protec- 
tion to her industries that they were able to outstrip all others 
in the world. Only then did she dare to issue her challenge. 
He cited the remarkable development of the United States after 

the most gigantic and expensive war of all history/’ as proof 
of his contention. Because it is my deliberate opinion that 
tlie prosperity of the United States is chiefly due to her system 
of protection, I urge that Germany has now reached the point 
where it is necessary that she follow her example.” 

Bismarck won the day, though not without difficulty. Ger- 
many entered upon a period of protection, which, growing higher 
and ap[)lied to more and more industries, has continued ever 
since. Bismarck believed that Germany must become rich in 
order to be strong; that she could only become rich by manu- 
factures ; and that she could have manufactures only by giving 
tliem protection. The system was worked out gradually and 
piecemeal, as he could not carry his whole plan at once. By 
means of the tariff Bismarck wished to assure Germans the home 
market. Not only was that largely accomplished, but by 
its means the foreign market also was widened. Through 
offering concessions to foreign nations for concessions from them, 
Germany gained for her manufactured products an entrance 
into many other countries, which was denied them before. The 
prodigious expansion of German industry after 1880 is regarded 
as a vindication of this policy. 

BISMARCK AND SOCIALISM 

In 1878 Bismarck turned his attention to the Socialist party 
whose rise and develo})ment have been described in the preceding 
cliapter. The steady growth of this party aroused the alarm of 
the ruling classes of Germany, and, as its aims were revolution- 
ary and destructive of the entire existing order, it was a more 
serious enemy tlian the Center and l^ltraniontane party. 

I regarded Socialism as his personal enemy, and considered him- 
self commissioned by God to combat it. Bismarck had never 
yet proposed any comprehensive programme against it, but he 
had long hated the party, as was natural, considering his train- 
ing and cnYironment, and considering also the declarations of 
; the Socialists themselves. Their leaders, Jjiebkiiecht and BebeL 
had opposed the North German Confederation, the war wij^ 
France, the annexation of Alsace and Lorraine. * The Socialists 
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expressed openly and freely their entire opposition to the exist- 
ing order in Germany. It was only a question of time when 
they must clash violently with the man who had helped so power- 
fully to create that order, and whose life-work henceforth was 
to consolidate it. Again, Uie Socialist party was radically 
democratic, and Bismarck hated democracy. A conflict between 
men representing tlie very opposite poles of opinion was inevi- 
table. The occasion came in 1878» when two attempts were made* 
upon tlie life of the aged Emperor, the first on May 11th, and 
the second on June 2nd, the latter proving very serious. These 
attempts upon the life of a man wlio was their Jiero horrified 
and angered tlie peo])le. The would-be assassins had acted of 
their own motion, but they wei^ Socialists. The Socialists de- 
nounced their acts, nevertheless public opinion held tliem respon- 
sible. Bismarck determined to use tins of)p()rtunity to crush 
them once for all. He would use two methods, one stern 
r epression of Socialist .. a^rit a tioiu the other ^nelioration of th e 
f^nnJifinns of tho_ wnrkin^c r conditions whicli alone, he 

believed, caused tliem to listen to the false and deceptive doctrines 
iof the Socialist leaders. 

First came repression. In October 1878 a law of greats 
severity, intended to stamj) out completely all Socialist propa- 
ganda, was passed by the Inqierial Parliament. It forbade all 
associations, meetings and publications having for their object 

the subversion of the social order,” or in which socialistic 
tendencies ” should appear. It gave the police large powers ofi 
interference, a rres t, and ex pulsi on from the country. Martial, 
law might be proclaimed where desirable, which meant that, as 
far as Socialists were concerned, the ordinary courts would cease 
to protect individual liberties. Practically a mere decree of a^ 
police official sufficed to expel from Germany any one suspected 
or accused of being a Socialist. This law was enacted for a« 
period of four years. It was later twice renew^ed and remained, 
in force until 1890. It was vigorously applied. According to 
statistics furnished by the Socialists themselves, 1400 publica-- 
tions were suppressed, 1500 persons were imprisoned, 900 ban-* 
ished, during tliese twelve years. One might not read the works 
of Lassalle, for instance, even in a public library. 

This law, says a biographer of Bismarck, is very disappoint- 
ing. We find the Government again having recourse to the 
same means for checking and guarding opinion whicli Metternich 
had used fifty years before.” ^ It was, moreover, an egregious 
, 1 Headlani, Binmarck, 409. 
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failure. For twelve years the Socialists carried on their propa- 
ganda in secret. It became evident that their power lay in their 
ideas and in tlie economic conditions of the working classes, 
rather than in formal organizations, which might be broken up. 
A paper was published for them in Switzerland and every week 
thousands of copies found their way into the hands of working- 
men in Germany, despite the utmost vigilance of the police. 
Persecution in their case, as in that of the Roman Catholics, oiily 
rendered the party more resolute and active. At first it seemed 
that tlie law would realize the aims of its sponsors, for in the 
elections of 1881, the first after its passage, the Socialist vote 
fell from about 498,000 to about 812,000. But in 1884 it rose 
to 549,000; in 1887 to 768,000; in .1890 to 1,427,000, resulting 
in the election of thirt 3 ^-five members to the Reichstag. In that 
vear the laws wore not renowned. Tfie Socialists came out of 
their contest with Bismarck wdth a popular and a parliamentary 
vote increased threefold. 

But Bismarck luid at no time intended to rest content with 
merely repressive measures. He liad purposed from the begin- 
ning to effect such sw^eeping reforms in the conditions of the 
w^orking classes tliat they w^ould see tliat the Sfate w^as tlieir 
true benefactor, and would rally around it, leaving the Socialist 
party stranded and with no further reason for existence. In 
the very year 1878 he said in the Reichstag, “I wdll further 
every endeavor wdiicli positively aims at im])roving the condition 
of the working classes,” and lie promised to consider any 
positive proposal ” coming from the Socialists “ for fashioning 
tlie future in a sensible w%av.” In this he and Emperor William I 
were in entire accord, as they had not been in flic ICulturkampf. 
The Emperor in opening the Reichstag in 1879, said; “ A remedy 
cannot alone be sought in the repression of socialistic agitation ; 
there must be simultaneously tlie positive advancement of the 
welfare of the working classes. And here the case of those work- 
peo})le wdio are incapable of earning their owui livelihood is of 
the greatest importance.” Two years later (March 8, 1881) 
N*he said ; “ That the State should interest itself to a greater 
degree than hitherto in those of its members who need assistance, 
is not only a duty of humanity and Christianity — by which 
state institutions should be permeated — but a duty of state- 
preserving policy, whose aim should be to cultivate the con- 
ception — and that, too, among the non-propertied classes, which 
form at once the most numerous and the least instructed part of 
the population — that the State is not merely sf necessary but 



292 


GERMAN EMPIRE UNDER WILLIAM I 


a benevolent institution. These classes must, by the evident and 
direct advantages wliich are secured to them by legislative 
measures, be led to regard the State, not as an institution con- 
trived for the protection of the better classes of society, but as 
one serving their own needs and interests.” ^ Bismarck said in 
1884; The whole matter centers in the question: Is it the duty 
of tlie state, or is it not, to provide for its helpless citizens.? I 
maintain tliat it is its duty, that it is the duty not only of 
! the Christian state . . . but of every state.” “ 

The method by wliich Bismarck proposed to improve the 
^condition of the working class was by an elaborate and compre- 
hensive system of insurance against the misfortunes and vicissi- 
tudes of life, against sickness, accident, old age and incapacity. 
It was his desire that any workingman inca])acited in any of 
these ways should not be exposed to the jiossibility of becoming 
a pauper, but should receive a pension from the state*. His 
policy was called State Socialism. “Give the workingman the« 
right to employment as long as he has health,” he told the 
Reichstag, “ assure him care when he is sick, and maintenance'^ 
when he is old. If you will do that without fearing the sacrifice, 
or crying out ^ State Socialism ’ as soon as the words ‘ provision 
for old age ’ are uttered . . . then I believe these gentlemen 
(the Socialists) will sound their bird call in vain; and as soon 
as the workingmen see that the Government is deeply interested 
in their welfare, the flocking to them will cease.” 

Bismarck’s proposals met with vehement opposition, both in 
the Reichstag and among influential classes outside. It was 
jonly slowly that he carried them through, tlie Sickness Insurance 
1883, tlic Accident Insurance Laws in 1884 and 1885, 
■aiid the Old Age Insurance Law in 1889. These laws are very 
^complicated and cannot be described here at length. 

Bismarck wished to have the state bear the entire expense. 
He did not wish to have it come as an additional burden to the 
working people. But lie was not able to secure the consent of 
the Reichstag, which gave as reasons for its opposition the 
, enormous amount of money required, the great centralization of 
power in the hands of the Government which would arise from 
a system requiring so many oflicials and hai^ling/such large 
sums, and the weakening of the sense of self-relll™|e and personal 
responsibility with the workingmen. 

As finally enacted in the case of accident ' insurance the 

1 Dawson, Bismarck and State SociaHsm, 111. 

2 'Ibid,, 118. 
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employers were to bear the burden alone. The employer was 
obliged by law to insure his employees, entirely at his own 
expense. In the case of sickness insurance, as a rule, the em- 
ployer must pay one-third and the employee two-thirds of the 
premium, and in the case of the old age and incapacity insurance, 
the premiums were to be paid by the employers, the employees, 
and, to some extent, by the state. 

Such was Bismarck’s contribution to the solution of the social 
question, which grew to such commanding importance as the 
nineteenth century wore on. In this legislation Bismarck was a 
pioneer. His ideas liave been studied widely in other countries, 
and his example followed in some. Dawson calls him the first 
social reformer of the century.” Bismarck, once charged with 
changing his opinions to meet the occasion, replied that he had 
frequently changed his opinions. “ But I have been faithful to 
this : the unification of Germany under the leadership of Prussia. 
Everything else is accessory.” That this system of state 
insurance, by relieving the mental and pliysical distress of 
millions of German laborers would strengthen the Lhnpire, as 
well as benefit humanity, was, in his opinion, an additional reason 
for its adoption. 

The Socialists did not co-operate with him in the passage of 
these laws, which they denounced as entirely inadequate to solve 
the social evils, as only a slight step in the right direction. Nor 
(lid Bismarck wisli their support. They were Social Democrats, 
Democracy he hated. Socialism of the slate, controlled by a 
powerful monarch, was one thing; Socialism carried through 
by the people believing in a democratic government, opposed to 
the existing order in government and society, a very different 
thing. At the very moment that Bismarck secured the passage 
of the Accident Insurance Bill he also demanded tlie renewal of 
the law against the Socialists. His pro])hecy, that if these laws 
were passed the Socialists would sound their bird call in vain, 
has not been fulfilled. That party has grown greatly and almost 
uninterruptedly ever since he began his war upon it. 

ACQUISITION OF COLONIES 

One of the important features of the closing years of Bis- 
marck’s political career was tlm beginning of a Gerinan colonial 
empir^. In his earlier years Bismarck did not believe in Ger- 
many’s attempting the acquisition of colonies.* In 1871 he 
refused to demand as prize of war any of the French colonial 
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possessions. He believed that Germany should consolidate, and 
should not risk incurring the hostility of other nations by enter- 
ing upon the path of colonial rivalry. But colonies, neverthe- 
less, were being founded under the spirit of private initiative. 
Energetic merchants from Hamburg and Bremen established* 
trading stations in Africa, and the islands of the Pacific, foiv 
the purpose of selling tlieir goods and acquiring tropical 
products, such as cocoa, coffee, rubber, spices. The aid of the 
Government W’as invoked at various times, but Bismarck held 
aloof. The interest aroused in the exploits of these private com- 
panies gave rise towards 1880 to a definite colonial party andi* 
the fonnation of a Colonial Society, which later became 
important. 

,The change in the policy of the Government, however, from 
one of aloofness to one of energetic participation and acquisition 
of colonies was largely a result of the adoption of the policy of 
protection and active governmental encouragement of raanufac- 
turea and commerce. In the debate on the tariff bill of 1879 Bis- 
marck said that it was desirable to protect manufactures, that 
thus a greater demand for labor would arise, tliat more people 
could live in Germany, and that therefore the emigration wliich 
had for years drawn tens of thousands from the country, par- 
ticularly to the United States, would be decreased. But to 
develop manufactures to the utmost, Germany must have new 
markets for her products ; and here colonies would be useful. 
I n 18 84! he adopted a vigorous colonial 2 )olicy, sup{)orting and* 
expanding the work of the |)rivate merchants and travelers. In 
that year Germany seized a number of j)oints in Africa, in the 
southwest, the west, and the east. A ijeriod of diplomatic 
activity began, leading in the next few years to treaties with 
England and other powers, resulting in the fixing of tlie bound- 
aries of the various claimants to African territory. This is 
the partition of Africa described elsewhere.' Germany thus 
acquired a scattered African empire of great size, consisting of 
Kamerun, Togoland, German Southwest Africa, German East 
Africa; also a part of New Guinea. Later some of the Samoan 
islands came into her possession, and in 1899 she purchased the 
Caroline and the Ladrone islands, excepting Guam, from Spain 
for about four million dollars. 

» See Chapter XXVI. 



BISMARCK'S FOREIGN POLICY 


295 


THE TRIPLE ALLIANCE 

While domestic affairs formed the chief concern of Bismarck 
after the war with France, yet he followed the course of foreign 
affairs with the same closeness of attention that he had shown 
before, and manipulated them with the same display of subtlety 
and audacity that had characterized liis previous diplomatic 
career. His great achievement in diplomacy in these years was 
the formation ^of_the Triple Alliance, an achievement directed, 
like all the actions of his career, toward the consolidation and/ 
exaltation of his country. The origin of this alliance is really tol 
be found in the Treaty of Frankfort, which sealed the humiliation 
of PVance. The wresting from France of Alsace and Lorraine, 
he felt, would inevitably render that country desirous of a war 
of revenge, of a war for their recovery. This remained the 
open sore of Europe after 1871. Firmly resolved to keep what 
he had won, Bismarck’s chief consideration was to render such a 
war hopeless, tlierefore, perhaps, impossible. France must be 
isolated so completely that she would not dare to move. This 
was accomplished, first by the friendly understanding brought 
about by Bismarck between the three rulers of eastern Europe, 
the Emperors of Germany, Russia, and Austria. But this 
understanding was shattered by events in the Balkan peninsula 
during the years from 1876 to 1878. In the Balkans, Russia 
and Austria were rivals, and their rivalry was thrown into high 
relief at the Congress of Berlin. Russia, unaided, had carried 
on a war with Turkey, and had imposed the Treaty of San 
Stefano upon her conquered enemy, only to find that Europe 
would not recognize that treaty, but insisted upon its revision at 
an international congress, and at tliat congress she found Bis- 
marck, to whom she had rendered inestimable services in the 
years so critical for Prussia, from 1863 to 1870, now acting as 
the friend of Austria, a power which had taken no part in the 
conflict, but was now intent upon drawing chestnuts from the 
fire with the aid of the Iron Chancellor. The Treaty of Berlin 
was a humiliation for Russia and a striking success for Austria, 
her rival, which was now empowered to “ occupy ” B osn ia and 
^Herzegovina. No wonder that the Russian Chancellor, ^Qprt- 
chakoff*, pronounced the Congress of Berlin “ the darkest episode 
in his career,” and that Alexander II declared that Bismarck 
had forgotten his promises of 1870.” By favoring one of his 
allies Bismarck had alienated the other. In this fact lay the 
germ of the two great international combinations of the future, 
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the Triple and Dual Alliances, factors of profound significance 
in the later liistory of Europe. 

Of these the first in order of creation and in importance was 
the Triple Alliance. Realizing that Russia was mortally 
offended at his conduct, and that the friendly understanding with 
her was over, Bismarck turned for compensation to a closer 
union with Austria, and concluded a treaty with her Octobe r 7? 
,1879 . This treaty provided that if either Germany or Austria* 
were attacked by Russia the two should be bound “ to lend each 
other reciprocal aid with the wlmle of their military power, and, 
subsequently, to conclude no peace except conjointly and in 
agreement ” ; that if cither Germany or Austria should be at-^ 
tacked by another power — as, for instance, France — the ally 
should remain neutral, but that if this enemy should be aided by 
Russia, then Germany and Austria should 
their full military force, and should make 
Thus this Austro-Gcrman Treaty of 187 9 i 

alliance aimed pa rtif»nlarly > ^ 

against France. The treaty was secret and was not published 
until 1887. Meanwhile, in 1882, Italy joined the alliance, 
irrit ate d at France because of her seizure the year before of 
Tunis, which Italy herself coveted as a seat for colonial expan- 
sion. Thus was formed the Triple Alliance. The text of that 
alliance was kept secret and was first published only after the 
close of the World War but its purpose and character were 
fairly well revealed by the diplomatic history of the period. 
The alliance was made for a ])eriod of years, but was constantly 
jrenewed and remained in force until 1914. It was a defensive 
■alliance, designed to assure its territory to each of the contract- 
iing parties. 

Thus was created a combination of powers which dominated 
central Europe, from the Baltic to the Mediterranean, and which 
rested on a military force of over two million men.^ At its head 
stood Germany. Europe entered upon a period of German 
leadership in international affairs whicli was later to be challenged 
by the rise of a new alliance, that of Russia and France, which 
for various reasons, however, was slow in forming. 


1 The history of the Triple Alliance has for the first time been set forth 
authoritatively by the publication of the documents concerning it contained 
in the Austrian archives. See the invaluable work of A. F. Pribram, The 
Secret Treaties of Austria-Hungary, 1879-1914, English edition by A. C. 
Coolidge (1921). An admirable introduction to this whole subject is to be 
found in A. C. Coolidge, The Origins of the Triple Alliance (1917). 
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THE EDUCATION OF WILLIAM II 

On the 9th of Marcli, 1888, Emperor William I died at the 
age of ninety-one. He was succeeded by his son, Frederick III, 
in his fifty-seventh year. The new Emperor was a man of 
moderation, of liberalism in politics, an admirer of the English 
constitution. It is supposed that, had he lived, the autocracy of 
tlie ruler would have given way to a genuine parliamentary 
system like that of England, and that an era of greater liberty 
would have been Inaugurated. But he was already a dying man, 
ill of cancer of the throat. His reign was one of physical agony 
patiently borne. Unable to use his voice, he could only indicate 
his wishes by writing or by signs. The reign was soon over, 
before the era of liberalism had time to dawn. Frederick was 
King and Emperor only from March 9 to June 15, 1888. 

He w’^as succeeded by his son, William H. The new ruler was 
twenty-nine years of age, a young man of very active mind, of 
fertile imagination, versatile, ambitious, self-confident, a man of 
unusual vigor. His education had been fashioned by events and 
by the pursuit of a regular programme of studies under com- 
petent masters. As a boy he had known all the excitement, all 
the exhilaration, the patriotic intoxication of the great era of 
Prussian and Hohenzollern victories, the defeat of Austria and 
of France, the home-coming of the laurelled soldiers of those 
stunning campaigns, the coronation of his grandfather William I, 
the exaltation and glory of the new empire, brought about by 
Prussia, the world-wide fame of Bismarck. All the intense 
emotions of that period of un|)aralleled triumphs played upon 
the sensitive and imaginative nature of tlie boy who never forgot 
the magic impressions of those days. They formed a significant 
part of his education. 

Having cornjdeted his secondary studies at Cassel William en- 
tered the University of Bonn, which his father had attended in his 
day and which his son, the Crown Prince, was to attend in his. 
He joined the Borussia, the most famous student* fighting corgs 
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which counted many German princes among its members. He 
wore its ugly cap and gladly attended its meetings in which 
liberal libations of beer and much singing of chauvinistic songs 
beguiled the hours away most pleasantly. But William also 
applied himself to his studies with exemplary assiduity. One 
of tlie masters who exercised a great influence upon him at this 
time was\IVIaurenbrccher, the historian, who caused him to under- 
stand Bismarck and to appreciate him. By the time he left 
the University,’’ said Maurenbreclier later, he had, thanks to 
me, become a fervent admirer of tlie Prince von Bismarck. I 
am proud to have achieved this result, and, had I not written a 
single book, I could still bear witness that I had used my life 
gloriously.” The professor, thus easily satisfied, was destined to 
know, in 1890 that most melancholy experience that comes into 
the life of a teacher now and tlien to embitter it, the revelation, 
namely, that his pu})il had quite forgotten his lesson. 

The young prince used his university vacation in traveling 
and one of his trips was to Paris, which, at the age of nineteen, 
he visited in strict incognito. He saw all the classic sights, 
among them the Hall of Mirrors in the Cluiteau of Versailles, 
where, seven years before, the German Empire liad been pro- 
claimed and where the ruling house of Prussia had attained its 
apotheosis, and where, forty-eight years tliereafter, a very dif- 
ferent ceremony was destined to take place. 

A Frenchman who saw’ much of the l^rince during the student’s 
days at Bonn has testified that tlie dominant traits of his char- 
acter were energy, cornbativity and a wdll of iron. These traits 
were not likely to be diminished by tlie military education and 
training which William subsequently received, and all the obliga- 
tions of which he discharged with application and wnth zeal. 

It was now' time to initiate the future occupant of the throne 
into some of the mysteries and activities of the state in order 
that he might be adequately prepared, and the old Emperor, 
William I, and Bismarck arranged, in 188G, that he should do 
the thing he desired to do, namely, have access to the Foreign 
Office and its sometimes exciting minutes and transactions, a 
decision which w'as emphatically but unavailingly disapproved 
by William’s father, the Crown Prince Frederick, who stated his 
reasons in a letter to the Chancellor:^ ‘‘ But considering the un- 
ripeness and inexperience of my eldest son, together with his 
leaning toward vanity and presumption, and his overweening csti- 

1 In this section I have freely used my introduction and the letters con- 
tained in The Kdiser versus Bismarck (Harper & Bros., 1921). 
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Illation of himself, I must frankly express my opinion that it is 
dangerous as yet to bring him into touch with foreign affairs,” 
an interesting and striking pen portrait drawn by the hand that 
presumably was most qualified to draw, namely, the parental 
hand. 

Inheresting, too, and ironic, in view of what was before long 
to happen, is a letter of William to Bismarck, dated December 
21, 1887, in which the Prince said: Tlie great and affectionate 
respect and heartfelt attachment which I cherish for Your 
Highness — and for you I would let my limbs be hewn piece- 
meal, one after the other, rather than undertake anything that' 
would be disagreeable to you or cause you difficulties — should, 

I think, be sufficient guaranty that I have engaged in this work 
in no party spirit.” And is not the future Emperor further 
adumbrated in another letter written at about the same time, 
November 29, 1887, in which he unfolds to the Iron Chancellor 
his plan of action toward his fellow sovereigns of Germany when 
he should be called to power by two deaths which he saw were 
imminent : Elderly uncles must not put a spoke in the wheels 

of their dear young nephew.” “ It will be easy for me, as the 
nephew of these gentlemen, to wun them over by little acts of 
complaisance, and to make them tractable by means of eventual 
visits of ceremony. If I have first of all convinced them as to 
my type and character and have got them well in hand, they will 
then obey me all the more readily. For I must be obeyed ! But^ 
obedience is better obtained by persuasion and confidence than , 
by compulsion.” 

But these letters, which contained such illuminating analysis 
by the father and such self-revehition by the son, were not known 
to the public. The new^ ruler, however, began, immediately upon 
his accession to the throne, to show forth the kind of man he . 
was and the ideas which he found congenial. He inaugurated 
his reign with three proclamations. The first, issued a few hours 
after his fatlier’s death, was addressed to the soldiers. “ The 
absolute and indestructible fidelity of the army to its com- 
mander ” is the heritage transmitted in the army from father to 
son from generation to generation . . . . ^^ We are made for- 
each other, I and the army, and we shall ferriam ihseparabTy 
united, whether God gives us peace or tempest.” The army was, 
indeed, the new Emperor’s first thought. The second was the 
navy, to which he issued a proclamation on the same day as tliat^^ 
to the army, that is on June 15. This was the more striking, as 
hitherto the navy had ^ayed so slight a role in German history 
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that it did not seem to merit the honor of special mention, some- 
thing which no previous Prussian ruler had accorded it. 

It was not until four days later that William the Second 
addressed his people, promising ‘‘.to be a just and clement prince, 
[toTiister piety and flie fear of God, to maintain peace, to succor 
'the poor and the downtrodden, to be a righteous man and a true 
\protector.” 

The relative emphasis thus put upon the army, the navy and 
the German people in the Emperor’s earliest utterances was 
destined to be preserved all through the reign, to be repeated in 
endlessly varied forms to the point of satiety. Another note, 
sounded early, was his enthusiasm for religious orthodoxy. He 
also held the doctrine of thc\ ivine origii/ of his royal power 
with medieval fervor, expressing it with frequency and in 
dramatic fashion. “ My grandfatlier,” the Emperor said to his 
faithful Brandenburgers in 1890, “ considered that tlie office of 
king was a task tliat God had assigned to him, to which up to 
the last moment he consecrated all his strength. That which he 
thought I also tliink, and I see in the people and the country that 
have been transmitted to me a trust tliat is confided to me by 
God, which it is my duty to increase. . . . Those who wish to 
aid me in that task, whoever they are, I welcome with all my 
heart; those who oppose me in tliis work I shall crush.” The 
idea of divine-right monarchy, which is the implicit negation of 
popular sovereignty, as it admits no intermediary between God 
and the princes who represent Him, was to find repeated and 
adequate expression in the sjieeches of the new Emperor. 

It was evident that a man of such a character and of such 
opinions\would yjush to govern^, and not simjily reign. He would 
not be willing long to efface himself behind the imposing figure 
-of the great ('hancellor. Bismarck had pro])hesied that the 
il^peror would be his own Chancellor, yet he did not have the 
^’wisdom to resign when the old Emperor died, and to depart with 
dignity. He clung to power, and every evidence of his master’s 
favor filled him with joy. And there were many such during 
the early months of the new reign. Had not William, as Crown 
Prince, as recently as April 1, 1888, proposed a resounding 
toast to him on the occasion of his birthday: “ Standard-bearer 
of the imperial banner, may you long continue to hold it aloft! ” 
And had not Bismarck composed the Kaiser’s first speech from 
the throne and had not the Kaiser, liaving read it, extended his 
hand from the throne itself to Bismarck, and had not the result- 
ing vigorous clasp seemed a sign to all the world that the mon- 
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arch and the minister were in complete accord? The young 
sovereign was full of good will,” Bismarck confided to his 
friends. Nothing could be more idyllic. Evidently his early 
premonitions liad been quite baseless. When, in October, 1889, 
in the midst of an important interview with Alexander III of 
Russia, the Tsar interrupted Bismarck by saying, “ Yes, I 
believe you, I have confidence in you, but arc you sure of remain- 
ing in office? ” Bismarck replied, Certainly, Your Majesty, 

I am absolutely sure to remain a minister all my life.” And the 
Emperor on his side seemed to be of the same opinion, for on 
December J3(), 1889, he wrote to liis Chancellor, “ May God still! 
for many years grant your true and tried counsel, in my diffirl 
cult trade of king.” 

But as the Psalmist discovered long ago and announced to the 
world, put not your trust in princes. Princes are sometimes 
fickle, and generally very jealous of their rights. They wish 
to appear before the world not only as the power on the throne 
but the power behind the throne as well. ^Moreover there are 
always ambitious and ingenious intriguers at court engaged in 
tlie practice of the art of feathering their own nests, a practice 
which is facilitated if all watch dogs are removed. There were 
many such intriguers at the Court of Berlin, who lost no occasion 
to suggest to the monarch that he owed it to himself not to bo 
eclipsed, in the present or the future, by any luminary, howevei*^ 
♦effulgent, who pointed out that Frederick the Great had ruled ? 
in spirit and in truth, as well as in law, from the age of twenty- 
eight, and tliat he liad made the greatest of all Hohenzollern 
reputations by relying upon himself. A courtier who himselt* 
as]3ired to be chancellor casually dro])ped a remark which is said 
to have j)roduccd a great impression upon the Emperor to the 
effect ‘‘ that Frederick the Great would never have been Great 
if on his accession to ])ower he had found and retained a ininisteiy 
of Bismarck’s imf)ortancc and authority.” 

But there were more serious reasons than these for that event 
of great ])ith and moment, the sudden and forced resignation of 
Bismarck on March 20, 1800. Hehiiid the fair exterior of their, 
public relations there were differences of opinion between the 
two men quite early in the reign. 'Phe Emperor noticed t^iat 
things were kept from him and became distrustful. The Chan- 
cellor, on his part, confided that “ the sudden decisions of His 
Majesty ” were making his position difficult. But the funda- 
iQi^al. difficulty lay in tlie character of tli.e two men, was inherent 
in the situation. They belonged to dift'erent agcis, they thought 
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differently, felt differently. At bottom the question was who 
should rule in Germany, the monarcli or the minister? The 
struggle was for supremacy, since there was no way in which 
two persons so self-willed and autocratic could divide power. 
As Bismarck stayed on when he saw that his presence was no 
longer desired, the Emperor, not willing to be overshadowed by 
so commanding and illustrious a minister, finally demanded his 
resignation early in 1890. Thus in bitterness and humiliation 
ended the political career of a man who, according to Bismarck 
himself, had “ cut a figure in the history of Germany and 
Prussia.’’ Bismarck was most unceremoniously hustled out of 
the palace he had occupied for years, not even having time to 
superintend the packing of his })apers, and his successor was 
rapidly installed. Bismarck was later obliged to return the* 
proj)ortion of his quarterly salary, whicli had been paid on 
January 1, for the eleven days from the date of his dismissal 
(March 20-31). In many countries a domestic servant is better 
treated. Republics are not the only governments that show 
iingratitude, or a mean vulgarit 3 \ 

Bismarck left Berlin amid frenzied expressions of respect and 
homage from enormous crowds that sought to do him honor. 
He withdrew’ to his estate, Eriedrichsruh, where he lived for eight 
years longer, surrounded by his family and friends. He found 
country life less attractive than ho had thought it from previous 
experience, and retirement from the w'^orld’s great stage soon 
became an intolerable bore. To be compelled, like any other 
human being, to read in the morning ])aper the new^s which he 
had been in the habit of creating was humiliating, indeed. To 
relieve the ennui and to indulge his still vigorous combative 
instincts, he used his time in writing his memoirs and in carry- 
ing on a guerilla war in the newspapers with his enemies and 
successors. Eriedrichsruh became during these years a place of 
pilgrimage for patriotic Germans. Delegations, associations, 
distinguished individuals visited in almost endless succession the 
great exile, and formidable and heady was the volume of incense 
that arose. But all this, though gratifying enough in itself, 
was tame for one who liad tasted abundantly of the real pleasures 
and pomp of power. The time for those had passed forever, 
and indeed, the end of all was approaching. Bismarck died on 
July 30, 1898, at the age of eighty-three, leaving as his epitaph, 
A faithful servant of Emperor William I.” Thus melted into 
history one of the few great founders of states. 

After 1890 «the personality of William II was the decisive 
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factor in the state. His Chancellors were, in fact as well as in 
theory, his servants, carrying out the master’s wish. Down to 
the outbreak of the Great War there were four: Caprivi, 18 90-- 
189-4; Hohenlohe, 1894—1900; Biilow, 1900—1909, and Bethmann- 
Hollweg, from July, 1909. The war was to add three others to 
tlie list, whose terms were to prove exceedingly brief, Michaelis, 
Hertling, and Prince Maximilian of Baden. 

The extreme political tension was at first somewliat relieved by 
the removal of Bismarck from the scene, by this “ dropping of 
the pilot,” after twenty-eight years of continuous service. The 
eaily measures under the new regime showed a liberal tendency. 
Tl)e Anti-Socialist laws, expiring in 1890, were not renewed. 
Tliis had been one of the causes of friction between the Emperor 
and the Chancellor. Bismarck wished them continued, and their 
stringency increased. The Emperor wished to try milder methods, 
lioping to undermine the Socialists completely by further meas- 
ures of social and economic amelioration, to kill them with kind- 
ness. The repressive laws lapsing, the Socialists reorganized 
openly, and have conducted an aggressive campaign ever since. 
The Emperor had said that Social Democracy was a transient 
phenomenon which would be exhausted by its own violence.” But, 
seeing his error and j*ecognizing the futility of anodynes, he soon 
became the bitter enemy of the Socialists and began to berate 
them vehemently. In November, 1891, he told the recruits at 
Potsdam: ‘‘If Socialist agitations continue as they are doing, 

I may have to order you to shoot down your relatives, your 
brotliers, even your parents — which God forbid ! — but even 
tJien you must obey my commands without murmuring.” Later ^ 
he denounced the Socialists as “ a pack of men unworthy to bear 
the name of Germans,” as “a treasonable horde,” as “vermin 
gnawing at the roots of the Imperial oak.” Such passionate 
utterances only added fuel to the flames. The Emperor, who 
was so confident in his own judgment, was also evidently impulsive, 
changeable, swayed by sudden and violent emotions, likes and 
dislikes, prejudices and predilections. In this first important, 
contact with affairs the superficiality oPhis judgment and the 
instability of his purpose were clearly shown. 

INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL EXPANSION 

The reign of William II was notable for the remarkable ex- 
pansion of , industry and commerce which rendered Germany the 
redoubtable rival of England and the United States^ an expansion 
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with which the Emperor was in full sympathy and which he en- 
couragcd in every way. This astonishing development, whicli 
transformed Germany from an agricultural into an industrial 
state, began under William I and was greatly furthered by Bis- 
marck^s policy of protection, but it was under William II that it 
attained its most signal triumphs. The successful issue of the war 
of 1870 and the founding of the Empire in 1871 gave a great im- 
yjetus to the political and commercial life of the nation. Germany 
became conscious as never before of her power and of her mani- 
fold opportunities. The spirit of enterprise, of adventure, was 
in the air and sought expression in all departments of the national 
life. This old, historic people seemed to be born again, seemed 
endowed with a new' youtli, and with all the ardor and energy 
and audacity that go with youth. Particularly was this expan- 
sion to be observed in the economic life of the country. An un- 
wonted energy sent its pulsations through every class of the popu- 
lation. The restless spirit of the Germans showed that they were 
passing into a new phase of their history. The industrial epoch 
had arrived. 

One has only to consider the rapid grow'th of the cities of 
Germany to become aw'are of the tremendous pow'cr of the new 
factors in the situation. In 1870, Germany had only eight townsy 
of over 100,000 inhabitants; in 1880 the number was fourteen;^ 
in 1890 twenty-six; in 1900 thirty-three; in 1910 forty-eight,^ 
sixteen of w'hich had over 250,000 inhabitants. In Great Britain 
in 1911 there were forty-four towms with a population of over 

100.000, fifteen of whicli had over 250,000 inhabitants. Berlin 
in 1870 had a population of over 800,000; in 1910 of over 

2.000. 000. The population of the German Empire w'as forty- 
one million in 1870, sixty-five million in 1910. 

These statistics indicate several things, among which are to 
be particularly noted the expansion of industry and the shifting 
|Of population from the country to the urban districts. In 1870 
Ithe rural population of Germany was sixty-four per cent. ; in 
il910 about thirty-three per cent. The nation was rapidly be- 
coming an industrial state, and industrial development tends to 
concentrate population in certain favored regions. Agriculture 
was becoming relatively less important. In every branch of in- 
dustry the progress was astonishing and constituted an increasing 
menace for competitors. It was probably in the metallurgical and 
mining industries that the most striking advances were made. 
Modern industrialism is based upon two things, coal and iron. 
The nation which has had the richest deposits of these materials^ 
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and which knows best how to exploit them, is the nation marked 
for industrial primacy. The development of these two basic in- 
dustries during the last fifty years in Germany has been extraor- 
dinary. The principal coal-fields of Germany were those of the 
Ruhr, in Westphalia, of Upper and Lower Silesia, of Saxony, 
^and of the Saar. In 1872 the coal output of Germany was 
thirty-three million metric tons, in 1912 a hundred and seventy- 
five million. The uses of coal are numerous. It serves not 
only to warm our houses, factories and public buildings, 
to run our machines, to furnish the power for light and trans- 
portation, but, in recent years, it has become the basis of new 
industries which liave greatly flourished in Germany, the manu- 
facture of various pharmaceutical preparations, sucli as saccha- 
rin, phenacetin, aspirin, and, most important of all, tlie anilin dye3 
which have become so essential to the textile industries of the 
world and in the manufacture of which Germany, thanks to the 
discoveries of her chemists, not only became the leader but prac- 
tically the monopolist, thus having a thriving source of revenue 
from abroad, from France and Fngland and the Ihiitcd States, 
countries which needed these dyes but knew not how to make 
them. 

In other branches of activity we find the same extraordinary 
expansion. Between 1870 and 1911 Germany’s output of iron 
increased about sixteen times and she became the second iron- 
producing country of the world, the tmiied States being the 
first. In the steel industry a similar develo])nient occurred. 
Within twenty years, from 1890 tp 1910, Ge rmany’s output in- 
creased seven times as fast as did that of Kngland and at the 
outbreak of the war its total product was twice that of Great 
Britain, 

In other industries, too, the same or similar results; in that 
of shipbuilding, in which rapid progress was made during the 
reign of William II, endowing Germany with a large and modern 
navy and with a mercantile marine, second onW to that of Eng- 
land; in the industry of machine-making, in which Germany be-, 
came an important exporter all over the world; in the textile 
and chemical and electrical industries which grew' at a giant’s 
pace; there w^as hardly a field of economic activity which had, 
not its record of triumph. 

There was too a remarkable growth in the foreign trade of 
Germany during tliis period, partly as a consequence of the 
rapid development of her manufactures, partly as a necessary 
aid to that development, Germany being compelled to import 
large stocks of raw' materials to keep her factories going, com- 
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pelled to export for the same reason and, also, to pay for that 
portion of her food which her native agriculture could not 
furnish her. Between 1870 and 1914 Germany’s foreign trader 
increased five hundred per cent., from a billion to five billion > 
dollars. And this expansion of the foreign trade brought with 
it as concomitants the building of more and larger ships, an 
enormous growth in the merchant marine. The tonnage of 
German shipping engaged in world commerce increased not only 
stea^ly but rapidly. That shipping became concentrated more 
ftnd more into a few great companies, of which the Hamburg 
American and the Nortfi German Lloyd lines were the chief, 
Hamburg and Bremen became the leading ports of the Continent, 
admirably cquip})ed with all the facilities that modern commerce 
demands, docks and quays and warehouses. The expansion of 
commerce was also in part the cause and in part the effect of the 
endeavor to equip the wliole country with adequate railroads 
and canals. 

‘I Germany thus became under William one of the busiest work- 
*|shops of the world. Her economic development led to an in- 
crease in her ])opulation and the increase in her po])ulation 
facilitated her economic development. And her expanding in- 
dustries were able in increasing measure to take care of the 
growing numbers. Germany, which had for forty or fifty years 
been a land of emigration, became one of immigration. Probably 
between four and five million Germans. had gone to the United 
States alone since 1848, sometimes as many as two hundred 
thousand a year. But in tlie last decade of the nineteenth century 
this outgoing stream practically ceased to flow, Germany losing 
only about twenty thousand of her subjects annually, wliich was 
no more than a normal wastage for any country of lier size. Not 
only was German industry so prosperous that it could offer an 
attractive field for the energies of a population which was grow- 
ing at the rate of seven or eight hundred thousand a year, but 
it was even forced to draw upon neighboring countries for an 
additional labor supply. Hundreds of thousands of Russians, 
Italians, Austrians, came to Germany annually, for longer or 
shorter periods, to help work her mines and harvest her crops. 

I From being a land of emigration! Germany became a land of 
I immigration, temporary immigration. To such a pitch had the 
; national enterprises developed that the national labor resources 
:Were no longer adequate. 

The reasons for this notable economic development, which we 
have thus briefly sketched, are numerous. First, as already in- 
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dicated, tlie_great quickening of the national energies, the broad- 
ening of the national horizon, the stimulus to national ambition 
that followed the exciting chapter of national unification, the 
extraordinary years from 1864 to 1871. But not only did tlmt 
movement generate unwonted popular exhilaration, not only did 
it inspire great self-confidence in the German people, but it 
yielded them some very palpable and mundane advantages as well. 
War frequently pays, if only you but win it, and the w^ar of 1870 
brought Germany an indemnity of practically a billion dpllars 
in gold, something unheard of until then, every penny of which 
was collected, and also brought Alsace-IiOrraine with an indus- 
trious population of over a million and a half, with a large 
wheat area, with a flourishing cotton industry, and with 
stores of iron. Germany’s industrial prosperity has been built 
up, as has that of England, upon coal and iron. Now at the 
wclose of the Franco-German w ar the boundary was so drawn as to 
give Germany half of the most valuable deposit of iron ore in 
Europe, and one of the largest deposits in the world, namely, 
that of Lorraine. Tlie accruing advantage was enormous and 
ought to be visible even to those who think that w^ar is never 
advantageous from an economic point of view\ In 1913 out of 
twenty-eight million tons of iron ore extracted from the soil of 
Germany, twenty-one million came from the mines of annexed 
Alsace-IiOrraine alone, that is to say, three-fourths of the pro- 
eduction of the entire empire. The Treaty of Frankfort therefore 
was a godsend to German metallurgy, w^hich received a conspicu- 
ous fillip tow^ard that development which has been one of the 
efeatures of her later history. Furthermore Germany also received 
that part of the coal basin of the Saar which had remained French 
in 1815 and which constituted perhaps a fourth of the field. An 
excellent birthday gift, these French minerals, for the new 
German Empire w^iich had Just been proclaimed in the mirrored 
and marble halls of the palace of Versailles. Being basic 
materials they represented a signal gain to German industry and 
a corresponding loss to the industry of France. German enter- 
prise was to know how^ to exploit them to the full. The annexa- 
tion of Lorraine was, then, something more than the transfer of 
territory and human beings from one sovereignty to another. 
It was an economic fact of great significance. It rendered pos- 
sible the great metallurgical development of Imperial Germany 
which, in turh, was at the basis of her industrial and commercial 
expansion. 

Such was the material gain of the Franco '^lerm&n war. That 
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war also had its intellectual and moral reaction. Germany’s bril- 
liant successes, while they had a depressing effect upon the next 
generation in France, had an electrifying one upon the German 
people, stimulating all its energies to an exceptional pitch. A 
characteristic of the succeeding period was the enthusiasm of the 
German people for industrial and commercial pursuits, the 
national resolve to achieve in the economic sphere the greatness 
already achieved in politics and war. 

Another reason helj)ing to explain tlie rapid rise of Germany 
;as an economic power was the profound respect of the Germans 
|or_icieiice,and their eagerness to apply scientific discoveries and 
acientific processes to the service of industry, at every point and 
constantly. Tlie laboratory became, not merely an adjunct, but 
in many cases, the vital center of the factory, sending new forces 
pulsing through the industry, as, from time to time, new light 
emerged from tlie experiments of the chemists, or the physicists, ^ 
or tlie engineers whom German manufacturers liad the wisdom 
to gather about them. More than any other peoy)le did the 
Germans recognize that intelligently directed scientific research 
is a necessity for modern industry. This faith in science, this 
belief that science pays ’’ is illustrated by the story, which is 
typical and not exceptional, of the manager of a large chemical 
establishment who, pointing to the seventy highly trained chemists 
who w’ere engaged in research, said to a visitor to his factory, 
‘‘These seventy researchers cost us 350,000 francs a year; nine- 
tenths of them will produce nothing, but the tenth man may 
discover something which will enable us to earn several millions 
a year.” Anotber com])any having purcliased the patents for a 
process of making artificial indigo s])ent seventeen years in 
minute research in order to make this discovery commercially 
‘valuable. JElie famous Krupp munition works at Essen included 
an immense laboratory of physics and chemistry remarkably 
jequipped — an agency of scientific research such as was possessed 
Iby no university in the world. 

Now this scientific conception of industry is nothing peculiar 
to the Germans, is no German invention. Without going farther 
back we find the idea of apyilied sciences clearly grasped in Eng- 
land at the close of the eighteenth century and in France at the 
beginning of the nineteenth. But it was the Germans who erected 
this idea into a system. German universities and technical scliools 
rendered Germany powerful in the markets of the world. By 
educating this scientific general staff* for the factoricKS of the 
country they ‘were winning victories in the field of industry as 



THE HUNT FOR MARKETS 


309 


the military staff was preparing to win them on tIie.iield-of battle. 

' OHieT rcaso^^^ the economic successes of the Germans are: 
tlia-bigh -birtli ~raJtc, assuring* Germany, toward the end of the 
period, seven or eight Imndred thousand new pairs of arms every 
vear; the mdustripusness of t.hQ...Qprman woz'.kmajj, his steady 
application, his sense of discijdine, his habits of obedience, his 
satisfaction in being grouped and organized with others of his 
class, qualities remarkably adapted to the new conditions of 
industry, wuth its enormous aggregations of workers under con- 
centrated leadership. Then again the Germans showed the na- 
tional patience and care in their study of the market, in their 
study of the customer and their determination to please him 
at all costs, in their readiness to ada])t methods and processes 
to the peculiarities or tastes of the ])articular country or people 
with w^hich they w'ished to deal. In other w'ords they sought to 
apply the maximum of intelligence to the great art of sales- 
manship. 

Otlier nations had no legitimate grounds of complaint if the 
Germans forged ahead, and even w^on their markets away from 
them by the use they made of the national habits of industry, 
and application, thoroughness and intelligence. But there w'as 
more to the story than merely a laudable exploitation of national 
virtues. This grandiose machine, once set up and put in motion, 
produced far more than w^is needed at home. ..A hunt for new 
markets, new and newTr, consequently began. The Germans de- 
liberately, intentionally, adopted the policy of systematic and 
enormous over-production and, to drain off the surplus, they must 
inundate the w^orld. We m ust export in order to import, and 
we must import, in order to live and work,’^ they said. Once 
entered upon this path there w^as no stopping. An Increasing 
population, an increasing industrial efficiency, an increasing out- 
put rendered absolutely necessary larger markets wdiich could 
only be found abroad. Exportation, being essential to the 
national life, w^as organized with the customary German thorough- 
ness. Markets must be procured at all costs, honestly if possible, 
dishibnestly or unfairly, if needs must be. One conspicuous result, 
in the decade preceding the World War w^as the increasing resort 
on the part of the Germans to unfair methods of underselling and 
undermining rivals in the fierce competition for the markets of the 
^vorld-, methods, elaborately and minutely organized, in which! 
the state, theVailroads, the banks and the factories all combinedv 
m ingenious and unscrupulous collaboration. One of these 
methods was that called ^dumping, that is, the unloading upon 
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foreign markets at unreasonably low prices of goods which are 
sold much dearer in the country producing them. The object 
^of dumping is to kill off the foreign competition by prices which 
lare often far below cost, in the expectation that prices may be 
increased as soon as these rivals are driven into bankruptcy. 
Thus a commodity made in Germany and selling there for a 
hundred marks might be sold in France for eighty and in Italy 
for sixty, the rate being fixed low enough to cut under the French 
and Italian producer of the same commodity. Dumping, as the 
name itself shows, was no German invention. The English engaged 
in dumping long before the Germans, and certain French and 
American concerns had also sometimes practised it. But what 
with the latter was generally only a temporary expedient of 
relieving the home market from a momentary surplus of com- 
modities, was erected by the Germans, according to their national 
habit, into a permanent system. It became a recognized policy 
of exploitation, gpenly encouraged by the state. Economic re- 
lations assumed under this system the character of military 
operations, the purpose of which is no longer exchange, but com- 
plete destruction of competitors, the prevention or annihilation 
df the same industries in other countries than Germany. As a 
matter of fact the Germans had succeeded by this and other 
methods of ‘‘ economic penetration ” in reducing Italian industry 
Into practical serfdom to German industry, in bringing Belgium 
under the German yoke long before the invasion of 1914, and in 
crushing many competing industries in Switzerland and Spain, 
jcven in France, and in then occupying the field for the greater 
^lory and advantage of Germany. The German will to conquer, 
oy fair means or by foul, could only in the end arouse the deter- 
mination of other peoples to defend themselves. The latter would 
not be willing permanently to acquiesce without a struggle, and 
in an attitude of imj)otence and resignation, in their own strangu- 
lation by a power bent on Germanizing the world. 

The picture we have been painting of the extraordinary trans- 
formation of Germany under the Empire is still far from com- 
plete nor can we hope to make it complete within the space at 
our disposal. That transformation was to be observed in almost 
every aspect of the national life. The state and its head, the 
Emperor, by associating themselves closely and fruitfully with 
all this development, favoring in a multitude of ways the release 
and multifarious expression of the nation’s energies, by personi- 
fying the national aspirations, by identifying themselves with 
the enterprishig and adventurous spirit of the people, became 
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themselves immensely popular, and this, in turn, increased their 
influence for good or for evil, as the case might be. The y s tirred 
the national imagination. 

NAVAL EXPANSION 

The expansion of industry, of the foreign trade, of the mer- 
cantile marine naturally aroused a desire for a navy, for colonies, 
for a vigorous foreign policy, attentive to the national interests 
everywhere. To all of these concerns the government of William 
II was keenly alive. Strong on land for fifty years, William de- 
sired that Germany should be strong on the sea, that she miglit 
act with decision in any part of the world, that her diplomacy, 
which must be permeated with the idea that nothing great should 
be done in world politics anywhere, in Europe, in Asia, in Africa, 
witliout her consent, might be supported by a formidable navy. 
To make that fleet powerful was a constant and a growing pre- 
occupation of the Emperor. Here again William II was the 
faithful spokesman of tlie people, who supported him enthusiasti-; 
cally, convinced, as tliey were,^f the economic necessity of a great; 
navy, as a })rotection of tlie position Germany had acquired, as/ 
insurance.” j 

We have scon that the first official utterance of William II 
on the day of his accession was a proclamation to the army. The 
second was a proclamation to the navy, a small and neglected 
affair which no German Emperor before liim had ever tliought of 
thus addressing. The em])hasis which William thus put upon 
the navy at the very outset of his career was but a liarbinger 
of what was to come. iNIany of the most memorable phrases of 
this monarch, who had a taste and aptitude for swelling oratory, 
express this great interest which was to become an important 
factor in tlic history of the reign. As AVilliain I had made the 
modern and glorious German army, William II aspired to make 
a powerful navy, and he succeeded. “Q.ur. future lies upon the 
water, ”^“jsea power is world power,” Nej)tune with the trident 
is a symbol that we have new tasks to perform . . . and that 
trident must pass into our hands,” such are some of the phrases 
by which William sought to impress his people with tlie impor- 
tance of the new interest, ^e spoke of himself as The Admiral 
of the Atlantic,” forgetful that England might have some claims 
to that pretentious title. ‘‘ The Admiral of the Atlantic salutes 
the Admiral of the Pacific,” was a famous Imperial toast. The 
Emperor talked much of the “ empire of the sea and of Ger- 
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many’s duty to imj)ose peace on the sea ” as well as on land. On 
January 1, 1900, he said, ‘‘What iny grandfather did for the 
army on land that is what I shall do for the navy ; without per- 
mitting myself to be troubled, I shall accomplish the work of 
reorganization, in order that it may hold tlie same rank as my 
land forces, and that, thanks to it, the German Empire can take 
the place in the world that it does not 3 ^et occupy. By means 
of the two armies, land and sea, I hope to be able, with the aid of 
God, to realize the sa^dng of Frederick William I ‘when one 
wishes to decide anything in this world, the pen is not sufficient, 
if it is not supported by the sword.’ ” 

Under such aggressive and ambitious leadership as this 
Germany supplied herself with a powerful and modern fleet, 
second only to that of England. The first great navy law was 
passed, in 1900 and the words of the preamble revealed its temper 
and contained a ])ointcd hint for the rest of the world, and par- 
ticularly for Great Britain, to reflect upon: ‘‘Germany must 
possess a fleet of sucli sfrength that a war against the mightiest 
naval Power would endangj;r the supremacy of that Power.'’ 
Undei^^dmiral von Tirpit^ who was apj)oint(‘d Secretary of tlie^ 
'T^ivv in 1897 and wlio presided for twenty years over the con- 
struction and develo|)ment of the fleet, tlie training of its officers 
and men, and the establisliing of its disci])line and traditions pro- 
ceded apace. In 1890 Heligoland was accjuired by Germany from 
Great Britain and was made into an impregnable fortress. Five 
years later the,,.l^iel Canal, connecting tl\e North Sea and tlie 
Baltic, was comjileted. These wau'e events of vital imjiortance 
.;in the history of the German navy as a fighting force. 

COLONIAL POLICY 

Along w^ith the steadily increasing interest in the navy went 
naturally enough an interest in colonial develojnnent. Here, how- 
ever, Germany encountered obstacles which foiled and irritated 
her. In tlie competition for colonial possessions Germany arrived 
late upon the scene and did not fare well. We have seen that 
at first Bismarck and AVilliam I were ojijiosed to a policy of 
colonial expansion, thinking that the pressing problem for 
Germany was internal consolidation, concentration not dispersion 
of effort, and not desiring to offend or alarm Great Britain. Bis- 
marck even sought to divert the attention of France from “ the 
gap in the Vosges ” and to occupy her elsewhere by encouraging 
Jules Ferry fn his colonial schemes, thereby showing, what he 
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showed more frequently than is generally supposed, shortsighted- 
ness. In the end, however, swept along by a current of opinion 
and circumstance which he neither created nor controlled, Bis- 
marck had entered upon the path of acquisitions overseas and 
had acquired very considerable possessions in Africa. These, 
however, as time went on, proved disappointing, unsatisfactory for 
settlement, expensive for administration, breeders of costly local 
wars, which were occasioned by the arrogance and incompetence 
of German officials and the greed of German merchants and 
traders. The history of the German colonies in Africa was 
troubled and discreditable. There were repeated risings on 
the part of the natives, risings wliich were sup])ressed, but 
not without a heavy cost in men and money. Tiiese insur- 
rections occurred in Kast Africa and in the Gameroons. 
In the latter no less than seventeen separate campaigns were 
necessary within a j)eriod of three years. In other words the 
people were in a state of chronic rebellion. But the worst out- 
rbreak was the rising of the Hereros in Southwest Africa which 
began in 1908 and which aimed at the expulsion, root and branch, 
of tlie intruders. It was admitted by a German judge located 
at the capital of the colony that the rebellion was due to the 
outrageous act of the German traders. The German government 
stopped at nothing to extinguish this dangerous revolt. When 
order was finally restored the Hereros had been reduced, by fire 
and sword and exile, from a tribe of 200,000 to one of 50,000. 
Tlie war cost Germany two thousand men in killed and wounded 
and over a hundred million dollars. 

The German })ublic was disappointed at the outcome of the 
country’s first efl'ort to build a colonial empire. The enthusiasm 
of the early days waned rapidly in the face of the poor results. 
I’he colonies had cost much more than they had brought- in. With 
the exception of Kiauchau, acquired in 1897 from China, and 
furnishing an excellent naval base in the Far East, and enabling 
Germany largely to gain commercial control of the province of| 
Sliantung, the German colonies were of no great value. A period* 
of disillusionment of the })ublic mind therefore followed the period 
of optimism and extravagant hopes. Capitalists saw no value 
in colonies that cost far more than they jdelded. The people 
were indifferent. This mood, however, was brief and transitory. 
The N^an-Germai^/ movement, tlien so strong, brought powerful 
su])port to tlie colonial cause. The colonial administration, 
which had hitherto been a department of the Foreign Office, was 
now made entirely independent and Bernard Dernl^rg, an enter- 



314 


GERMANY UNDER WILLIAM II 


prising and successful banker, was appointed first Colonial Secro- 
4ary. His duty was to reform the methods of colonial adminis- 
llration, which he did after a careful study of English methods, 
-!to rescue the colonial movement for the disrepute into which 
iti had fallen, to stir up colonial sentiment everywhere. .This 
he was largely instrumental in doing and the interest in colonial 
development and expansion became a general feature of German 
imperialism. A more intelligent and humane exploitation of the 
tolonies began. A feature which was somcwfiat menacing, how- 
ever, was that Germany began to look with covetous eyes upon 
the possessions of her neiglibors, England and France and Bel- 
gium, and tliat popular writers and politicians began to familiarize 
the public mind with the idea that colonics might be won by an 
aggressive foreign policy and also by war. These men talked 
most indiscreetly and in a way to disturb or alarm those nations 
which had more attractive colonies than Germany possessed. It 
was quite natural for Germany to covet her neighbors’ planta- 
tions, but it was equally natural for the latter to desire to retain 
[them. The Germans did acquire in 1911 a large slice of ther 
iCongo rubber region, which had previously beeji French and 
fwhich France traded, under sliglitly veiled compulsion, for recog- 
inition of certain Moroccan claims of hers. 

German colonies were valuable for the raw materials they 
furnished for German industry and commerce, but they were not 
inviting as fields for emigration. As Bernliardi expressed it in 
his popular book on Germany and the Neat War: For centuries 
the overflow of the strength of the German nation has poured 
into foreign countries and been lost to our Fatherland and to 
our nationality ; it is absorbed by foreign nations and steeped 
with foreign sentiments. Even to-day the German Empire pos- 
sesses no colonial territories where its increasing population may 
find remunerative work and a German way of living. This is 
j obviously not a condition which can satisfy a powerful nation, 
or which corresponds to the greatness of the German people and 
I their intellectual importance.” 

The expanding German industries rendered desirable and even 
necessary larger markets, that thus the growing population of the 
Empire might secure essential food supplies and raw materials. 
If Germany’s colonies were not adequate to this end, if new 
colonies were difficult to acquire, the world being already appro- 
vpriated, the required outlets must.be sought elsewhere, . .and 
' German foreign policy for many years before the Great .War, was 
increasingly attentive to this problem. Commercial, pejacirai^^ 
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of other countries might prove a passable substitute for actual 
colonial possession and might in the long run even prepare the 
way for such possession. Bi:aail._fc)r a. while^emcd. an inviting 
field, as for a half a century many Germans had emigrated to 
that country. In 1900 there were suy)posed to be about 400,000 
Germans there, mostly concentrated in a few provinces. But ever 
to convert commercial relations into any form of political control 
was quite out of the question, owing to the growing prosperity 
and national sentiment of the Brazilians themselves, the sure 
opposition of the other South American states, and the blunt, . 
forbidding fact of the ^Vfonroe Doctrine, any threat to which 
would be certain to arouse the United States. 

But there were other lands, IVlorocco in Africa, and the 
Turkish Empire in Europe and, particularly, in Asia, which pre- 
sented fewer obstacles to exploitation, economic and possibly po- 
litical. The imcli Osfen,d\\c pressure to the EaiiJ;;, became s 

a favorite theme with writers on world affairs, with economists ; 
and politicians. It exercised a fascination upon the Emperor, 
William IT, whoso romantic turn of mind was fired by the mys- 
terious and alluring Orient as the mind of the youthful Napoleon 
had been, a century earlier. General von Moltke as long ago as 
the forties of the nineteenth century had seen the chances there 
were for Germans in that section of the world, and had even 
thought of a German principality of Palestine. In the twentieth 
century such men as Dernburg, Germany’s first Colonial Minister, 
Paul Rohrbach, one of her ablest publicists, Frie dri ch Naumann, 
a brilliant pamplileteer and later an immensely po])urar advocate 
of a wide-sweeping Middle Europe union, professors of repute 
and learning, like Sprenger and Hasse, all har])ed upon the self- 
same theme, and the ambitious and active Pan-German League 
took up the glad refrain enthusiastically. Eastward the path of 
Empire might easily take its way if only the Germans were wise 
enough to seize o])])ortunities that were obvious and that could 
not fail to be richly rewarding. German influence must dominate 
in the Near East and shape its destinies. JThe Ottoman Empire 
was weak and inefficient. By proper handlinglt niight lie brought' 
under German guidance. In an alliance of the two there could 
be no doubt as to where power would lie. Rohrbach, in a pamphlet 
on “The German Idea {GedanKe)^^^ said that in Turkey there 
was “ a sphere in which the German idea may have a great future, 
not only by* way of material colonization, but also with a view 
to political domination and moral influence.” Large markets for 
German manufactured goods, abundant raw inatermls for German 
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industries, possibly promising settlements for the surplus German 
population, fields for attractive investment of German capital in 
the building of railways, in the digging of irrigation canals, in 
mining, in agriculture, sueli were some of the prizes in view if 
only sufficient energy and sufficient wisdom should be applied 
to this problem of getting a control, of one kind or another, of 
a spacious, decadent, and neglected empire. And with the system- 
atic and scientific development of that empire would also come 
other good or useful things. Persia, Arabia, finally India also 
might be penetrated by German commerce, and the influences that 
follow upon commercial conquest might then exert their sway, 
nie prospect widened out as attention w^as fixed upon it, and 
for the more sanguine temperaments became entrancing, and even 
lintoxicating. from Berlin to Byzantium, and from 

IByzantipm to Bagdad, swung into view. The Turkish army 
might be reformed under German masters and miglit, as Rohrbach 
'calmly pointed out, be used as a spear-head ” against the 
English in case the latter were unwise enough to oppose German 
plans elsewhere. 

Attractive as the outlook was, it involved many factors and 
much preliminary work before it could entirely succeed, and the 
German mind was greatly occupied witli sucli considerations for 
years before the war. Boundless were the })ossibilities, economic 
and political. But they involved risks. To realize these possi- 
bilities the ground between Germany and the East must be pre- 
pared and securely held. This meant tliat Austria-Hungary must 
dominate the Balkans and must herself not cross tlie German 
orbit, but proceed parallel with it. Also Russia and England, 
both threatened by tliese schemes, must naturally be considered. 
Here we are in the full current of all that planning and intriguing, 
of all that dreaming and scheming that led to the Great War, 
.and whose preliminaries we shall treat more particularly later 
on. The central feature oi^German W eltpolitik this ambition 
to dominate the Near East. How to realize "this ambition was 
the subject of much discussion. 

FOREIGN POLICY 

The mention oV ^^Vel t^ politilc or World Policy brings us to 
another and very conspicuous aspect in the life of modern 
Germany. At tlie beginning of the twentieth century 'the Germans 
turned with increasing interest to the field of international affairs. 
All thi^industicual and commercial expansion which we have been 
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tracing, this growth of navy and merchant marine, this solicitude 
for coloniS expansion, this desiTe" for hew markets everywhere^ 
culminated in a fixed determination to play a greater role uponj 
the stage of world affairs and one more commensurate with what! 
fH^lSermans felt to be tlieir real importance among the peoples.! 
World policy, world empire, world power were phrases iherea^ 
ingly in use, phrases whicli were somewhat vague and difficult 
to define but which Revealed an ambition, a purpose and a temper 
that might constitute a serious menace for other nations, that 
would at least constitute a challenge. The new attitude was 
symbolized in the Kaiser’s remark that ‘^nothing must go on 
finjwher(^ in the world in which Germany docs not play a part.” 
The word prestige entered into the current political vernacular, 
a word of no precise signification but which was, at best, of un- 
happy omen for the peace of the world and which might, at the 
worst, be made to cover a multitude of sins. Bismarck, who 
certainly was as active in Continental polifics as any man of 
his day, always sought, in his various interventions, some definite 
end which would merely consolidate Germany’s position in Europe 
and enable lier to develoj) her resources in peace. He never 
followed so glimmering and uncertain a light as mere prestige. 
But as the reign of William I had signalized Germany’s leader- 
shi]) in Europe, so IVilljam H was evidently resolved that his 
rcjgn should signalize her leadership everywhere, in Europe, in 
Asia, in Africa, across the seas as well as at home. This would 
mean a spirited foreign policy and accordingly we find that, 
although William II identified himself wliole-'lieartedly with all 
those activities of his people which have been described, his domi- 
nating interest was liis international role. He was tlie adequate 
and loquacious spokesman of the new" national mood, an explosive, 
unstable, •exuberant:, impetuous spokesman, whose utt 'ranees were 
often calculated to alarm his neiglibors and to keep the world 
in troubled suspense. Such utterances were plentifully inter- 
larded with warm expressions of devotion to the cause of inter- 
national concord, but no candid biographer of William II can 
successfully maintain tliat his ways were w^ays of pleasantness and 
that all his paths w"ere j)eace. Eew" sovereigns have made as many 
pacific declarations as did he, few have inspired less confidence 
by them. For William had a way of talking of peace that was 
singularly w^arlike and that might be easily confounded wdth an 
appeal to arms. Moreover the second half of the nineteenth 
century liad known a monarch w"ho had constantl^y protested his 
love of peace and yet whose reign had been a succession of wars, 
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the last of which liad been fatal for his country and his dynasty. 
Was William the Second a more sincere pacifist than Napoleon 
the Third? 

Even if he was, and there was little to show that such was the 
case, there were features of the public mind of Germany that 
were disquieting. Germany was evidently no longer content with 
the remarkable successes she had won in the economic sphere. 
As Prussia’s leadership in Germany continued to assert itself more 
and more emphatically, certain modes of thought, certain senti- 
ments and ambitions characteristic of Prussia as revealed in her 
history, became more and more general throughout the Empire, 
Ian .aggressiveness of manner, an enormous pride of race, an am- 
ibition for power, a feeling that Germany ought to play a role 
iri\ world affairs proportionate to the size of her population and 
^ iler wealth and culture, and a belief in force as the means gf 
acquiring whatever the nation might desire, or think its due. 
This heightened tone and temper, this aggressiveness and touchi- 
ness, were increasingly expressed after 1900. iVlong with all 
this went the assertion, frequent to the point of weariness, of the 
superiority of Germans over all other j)eo])les, of the claim that 
Germany was destined in the modern world to play the role that 
Rome had played in tlie ancient, that she liad a high and holy 
ijnission to achieve. “God has called us,” exclaimed the Kaiser,' 
“ to civilize the world ; we are the missionaries of human prog- 
ress.” And again, “ The German people will be the block of)^ 
granite on which our Lord will be able to erect and achieve the 
civilization of the world.” Editors, pain])lileteers, politicians, 
historians, philosophers, the so-called “ Intellectuals,” as well as 
high-flying military men, and even Socialists, sounded the same 
note of national self-esteem and of discontent with the existing 
situation. The history of national conceit is as vulgar as it is 
sometimes diverting. Among the oldest of phenomena it gains 
nothing in attractiveness by repeated exhibition. The theory 
that this nation or tliat is a chosen people, a supreme, illuminated 
leader of mankind, is justified neither by history nor by common 
sense. From the intellectual point of view nothing could be more 
tawdry and pretentious than such national self-inflation. If 
there is anything clear in this world it is tliat civilization is a 
highly co-operative undertaking, that it is not the work, largely 
or chiefly, of one selected people. This would appear the most 
obvious and tritest of truths yet the world has repeated need 
of being reminded of it. No doubt similar expressions could 
be found in other literatures, noisily claiming superiority for 
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other nations, but they would be found to be infrequent and 
innocuous in comparison with tlie overwhelming volume of such 
utterances in Germany. J:t„ was. a -dangerously swollen stream of 
national self-exaltation that was coursing througlr. tllQ- Gex’man^ 
niiiid in the decade or two that immediately preceded the World! 
\yar. What were isolated' and generally insignificant voices in 
otlier countries became there a deafening cliorus. The prevalent 
German psychology w^as preparing a grave international crisis. 

PAN~GERMANISM 

One of the most strident voices in this chorus of self-adulation, 
in this advocacy of the nation’s s])ecial mission, was that wdiich 
issued from the\^^n-German League, an iinj)erialistic and propa- 
gandist organization founded in 1894 . Covering the wliole 
country with a netw^ork of brandies, standing outside and above 
tlie various political parties, this society developed multiple 
agencies of action upon public o|)inion. Jt was aggressive and 
chauvinistic. It advocated a polic}" of widespread, territorial 
aggrandizement, which should realize the dream of the poet Arndt 
that the German Empire should extend as far as the German 
language is spoken. As there were Germans in parts of Aus- 
tria, Switzerland, Holland, liuxemburg, and Belgium, these 

brothers ” ought to be redeemed ^as quickly as possible. The 
Pan-Germanists harped much upon eihiii^c theories, some of which 
were monuments of absurdity. None of the non-Germanic ele- 
ments within the Empire, the Poles, the Danes, the French, w^ere 
to be expelled from it out of devotion to the principle of ethnic 
unity, but the German-speaking people outside were to be brought 
in. The fact that the arguments given were often preposterous, 
that the propaganda w\as a threat at the neighbors )f Germany 
who saw" their integrity menaced, that the incessant agitation 
carried on in books and pamphlets, in the press and on the plat- 
form w"as calculated to arouse and did arouse widespread appre- 
hension and resentment, did not deter the Pan-German League 
from carrying on its campaign with energy from the day of its 
foundation down to the outbreak of the war. While the Berlin 
government often denounced the active and cpmpromising League 
before Europe, nevertheless the League exercised an increasing 
influence uppn the governing authorities. Its insistence uporJ 
nn aggressive foreign policy, its constant advocacy of worlaj 
empire as the supreme aim of the nation, its praise of force aa) 
the method of solving questions of power, its extravagant laudaA 
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tion of evcrytliing German and its equally extravagant criticism 
of other peoples, all were so many contributions to national self- 
exaltation and to international unrest. One of the most sym- 
pathetic and intelligent of foreign students of contemporary 
Germany, Dawson, has given it as his opinion that perhaps 
no body of political propaganda has on the whole exerted a more 
sinister or more immoral influence upon a nation’s mind than 
that of this powerful organization, whose predatory doctrines 
implied the practical repudiation of international faitli and the 
negation of public right.” The same author quotes a recent 
German writer as saying of the Pan-German League: “Well as 
it may have acted as a national leaven amongst the Germans at 
home and abroad, it has greatly injured tlie reputation of 
Germany abroad by its fulsome boasting of the power of the 
Empire and its naive depreciation of foreign nationalities.” 

THE PERSONALITY OF THE EMPEROR 

But while Pan-Germanism cannot be ignored in any history 
of the present age, in any study of German psj^chology, we must 
not pass by otlier factors making for uncertainty or trouble. 
We must render unto Caesar what is due unto Caesar, and in 
\the annals of our day the personality of William TI has occupied 
la conspicuous and important position. Closely and enthusiasti- 
cally associated with that economic expansion which brought 
German3’^ a sudden and liitherto unknown ])rosperity, William II 
was as reactionary in some ways as he was progressive in others. 
His conception of the royal office was, as we have already said, 
thorough^ medieval. “ You Germans have onl}^ one Avill and 
that is my will ; there is only one law, and that is mj^ law,” is 
one of his revealing epigrams. “ The will of the king, that is 
the supreme law,” was another. ‘‘ As I will, so I order,” was a 
third. And still another was: “ TTim*e is bhly one master in the 
land; I am he and I will tolerate no other beside me.” And 
again, “ Looking upon myself as the instrument of the Lord, 
without regard for the opinions and intentions of the day, I go 
my way, which is devoted solely to the welfare and peaceful de- 
velopment of the Fatherland.” Entertaining such serene and 
exalted views of his powers and of their divine origin it was of 
course inevitable that William II should resolve to play the cen- 
tral and su])reme role in the state. With sucli a conception of 
his mission he was not likely to efface himself behind either a 
ministry or a parliament. In fact his reign was one of “ personal 
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rule ” Hiid therefore liis pch-sonalit y, his qualities ami defects, lus 
thought and the limitations of his thought, wore factors in the 
evolution of Germany, factors so direct and palpable, that no 
historian is at liberty to ignore them. 

One quality which the greatest of his predecessors on the throne 
of Prussia had possessed and which he conspicuously lacked was 
the ability to choose wisely his collaborators, or, having chosen 
them, to support them loyally. Between 1888 and 1914 William 
II had five chancellors and over eighty ministers : Bismarck, 
whom he summarily dismissed after two years; Caprivi, a general 
inex])erienced in political affairs; Hohenlohe, an aristocrat of 
conspicuous tact and lack of will ; Biilow, a diplomat without 
principle but with much finesse and elegance of manner; Beth- 
mann-Hollweg, a ])rofessional office-holder, of wide practical 
knowledge of administration but wifhout suppleness and adapta- 
bility, rigid, ratfjer doctrinaire. None of the five received that 
steady, loyal supporf which had been the making of Bismarck 
under William I. The center of Mie stage was occupied by the 
monarch whose vanity was obvious, who did not enjoy contact 
with really superior personalities, and did not solicit their aid, 
and who himself could not supplv the qualities of intelligence, 
firmness, foresight, and technical competence which the state 
ought to command, if not in the sovereign, at least in the sov- 
ereign’s chief assistants. Instead of these qualities we see in 
William IT a masterful will, an impulsive character, a spontane- 
ous, capricious, unstable, extremely active ])ersonality, an eager 
but superficial mind with a pronounced penchant for the drama- 
tic, the histrionic, and with a facility of utterance, an oratorical 
intemperance, that could only be assuaged by innumerable, and 
frequently indiscreet, harangues on every subject and on every 
occasion. While steadfast and unvarying in his pursuits of' 
certain objects, such as the creation of a navy ond an army 
that should be always powerful and always ready, there was 
nevertheless a certain incoherence in the policies of William II, 
a certain fluctuating tendency, whicli were indicative of weaknesjs 
and indecision, and which caused his reign to contrast, beliind its 
generally imposing exterior, unfavorably with that of William I, 
a less showy figure, less self-assertive, less theatrical, but more 
solid, and guided with maturer judgment and wider knowledge. 
A lack of unity in the political direction of the German limpir^ 
was one^bf f^e outstanding features of this reign. Royal energy 
IS no substitute for perspicacity. 
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THE PRINCIPLE OF NATIONALITY 

There were still other disquieting elements in the situation of 
■^Germany besides Pan-Germanism, ministerial instability and 
mediocrity, a feeble and divided parliament and an impulsive and 
autocratic emperor. One of the most important forces operative 
in the nineteenth century was the principle of nationarlity. 
Aroused by tlie French Revolution, intensified by the Napoleonic 
wars and by tlie reaction which followed, that force gradually 
remade considerable parts of the map of Phirope. The rise of 
the Balkan states, tlie unification of Italy, the creation of the 
German Fiinpire were among its triumplis. But that principle 
was a two-edged sword. While it contributed to the liberation 
of certain states it threatened the dismemberment of others. It 
cut to pieces most of the Turkish Phiqiire in Phirope. It was 
suspended like the sword of Damocles over tlie Austro-Hungarian 
monarchy. If it should ever be directed at the Russian Phnpire 
it miglit effect considerable changes there. The principle of 
nationality is a dissolving as it is also a unifying principle. 
Closely connected as it is with the principles of modern liberalism, 
recognizing as it does the right of peojiles to govern themselves, 
it may prove harmless to tliose countries, like France, which are 
essentially homogeneous, but it is a dangerous theory for complex 
countries, for countries tliat include peoples really distinct or 
which consider themselves distinct. 

But while this principle, the great thought of tlie reign of 
Napoleon III, had greatly served the cause of German unifica- 
tion, nevertheless it had not made it. Bismarck’s policy had 
rersted upon no such romantic base, but upon the self-interest, 
primarily of Prussia, secondarily of Germany. When the 
operation of this principle was favorable to his plans Bis- 
marck willingly exjffoited it; when it was unfavorable he 
ignored it. And the German Empire which he created rested 
upon a denial of the famous principle, in several respects. On 
the periphery of Prussia and of Germany were several subject 
^peoples which resented their condition and protested against it. 
Prussia had incorporated within her kingdom I^^ish and Polish 
pejoples, and Germany possessed a subject territory in Alsace- 
Lorraine. These conquered and protesting peoples were subjected 
to a regime that was in eacli instance odious and oppressive. They 
were too feeble successfully to challenge the supremacy of their 
German mastess. Nevertheless, as open sores, as the victims of 
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injustice, they weakened the German Empire morally and some- 
what compromised her. Germany had Jier problem of national- 
ities, as had Austria and Turkey, although in a less acute form. 

The Poles had been conquered in the eighteenth century, the 
Danes in 1864, the Alsatians and Lorrainers in 1870. But 
while the Germans might conquer they knew not how to win, 
to assimilate. 

In 1914 Germany was as far from the goal as ever. On the 
fringes of the Empire were various conquered and exasperated 
pco])les whose dislike of German rule was kept active and was , 
ever sharpened by tfic character of tliat rule. For Poles and! 
Alsatians and Danes tliere was no equality of treatment with the^, 
Germans. They shared to a large extent the economic prosperity^ 
of the Empire, and they benefited from some of the legislation 
of the country with which they were associated, notably that 
establishing the system of social insurance. But they were sub- 
ject peoples and they were made to feel in numerous and galling 
ways the inferiority of their ])osition and the fragility of their 
rights and liberties. Indeed they were often made to feel that 
they had no rights whatever which their German masters were 
bound to respect. Not only were their natural and legitimate 
demands ignored or treated with contempt, but the ingenuity and 
harshness of their masters, in attempting to make them something 
which they were not and which they had no desire to be, revolted 
their consciences and aroused a grim and vigorous spirit of 
resistance which in turn was met by renewed oppression. The 
policy of compulsory Germanization failed in the end, but it| 
created so passionate a feeling of resentment, so deep a sense of/ 
wrongs inflicted and endured, that the German Empire was unf 
questionably weakened both materially and morally. ^ 

Such thoi\wcrc some of the shadows upon the brilliant picture 
of German prosperity and power in the closing years of the 
reign of William II. Strong on land, strong on sea, grow- 
ing amazingly in population and in wealth, progressing by 
leaps and bounds in the markets of the world, rich in the develop- 
ment of the sciences, pure and applied, nevertheless not all was 
well with Germany. The disaffection of her conquered peoples, 
while powerless to disrupt, was, however, an annoying and a 
wx'akening element in the state. A graver weakness lay in the 
character aiyl operation of some of her institutions, which, as 
time went by, aroused an increasingly vigorous and acrimonious 
criticism among the Germans. Despite the formidable appear- 
ance of power offered to the gaze of the world Ky the German 



324 


GERMANY UNDER WILLIAM II 


Empire, tliere were many phenomena tliat showed that the na- 
tional life was not in a healthy condition, and a Swiss publicist 
of great knowledge and acumen was able to show convincingly, 
jjBr a book published in 1913,^ that the Empire was already 
caught in a serious and dangerous crisis, growing out of the 
spirit of her institutions, the weakness of her government, the 
discontent of her democracy, resentful of repression and clamor- 
ing for recognition, tlie impotence and confusion of her parlia- 
(ment, the corroding disaffection of her subject nationalities. 
Let us examine some of these factors of the situation. 

THE POLITICAL INSTITUTIONS OF GERMANY 

In the political world the rise of the Social Democratic party 
,was the most important phenomenon. It represented not merely 
a desire for a revolution in tl\e economic sphere, it also repre- 
jsented a protest against the autocratic government of the ruler, 
|a demand for democratic institutions. While Germany had a 
Constitution and a Parliament, the monarch was invested with 
vast power. Parliament did not control the Government, as the 
ministers were not responsible to it. There was freedom of speech 
in Parliament, but practically during most of this reign it did 
not exist outside. Hundreds of men were, during the last twenty 
years of William II, imprisoned for such criticisms of the Govern- 
ment as in other countries are the current coin of discussion. This 
is the crime of Use-majeste, wliich, as long as it exists, prevents 
a free political life. The growth of the Social Democratic party 
to some extent represented mere liberalism, not adherence to the 
economic theory of the Socialists. It was the great reform and 
opposition Y)arty of Germany. It had, in 1907, the largest 
popular vote of any party, 3,260,000.“ Yet the Conservatives 
with less than 1,500,000 votes elected in 1907 eighty-three mem- 
bers to the Reiclhstag to the forty-three of the Socialists. The 
reason was this : the electoral districts had not been altered since 
they^were originally laid out in 1869-1871, though population 
had. vastly shifted from country to city. Tho; cities had grown 
rapidly since then, and it was in industrial centers that the Social- 
ists were strongest. Berlin with a population in 1871 of 600,000 
had six members in the Reichstag. It still had only that number 

1 W. Martin, La Critte Politique de VJlIemaqne Conieiuporaine, Paris, 

1913. 

2 Tn 1912 the Socialists cast 4,250,000 votes and elected 110 members to the 
Reichstag, thus displacing the Center as the largest party in that body. 
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in 1907, although its population was over 2,000,000, and although 
it would have been entitled to twenty members had equal electoral 
districts existed. Thege tlie Socialists demanded^j^but for this very 
reason the Government refused-tlie dcniand. The extreme oppo- 
nents of the Social Democrats even urged that universal suffrage, 
guaranteed by the Constitution, be abolished, as the only way to 
crush the party. To this length the Government did not dare 
to go. 

In the closing years of the reign of William II several ques- 
tions were much discussed; the question of the electoral reforni 
in Prussia ; of the redistribution of seats, both in the Prussian! 
Landtag and the Imperial Reichstag; and of ministerial respo^ 
sibility. 

.Prussia was tlie state that in practice ruled the German 
This was what was intended by Bismarck when lie drew^ 
up the Constitution of the Panpire, it was precisely the object 
of his entire jiolicv. The Constitution was based on the two 
chief articles of Bismarck’s creed, the power of the monarch and 
the ascendancy of Ibmssia, and such was the accepted idea of the 
governing classes down to the outbreak of the World War. As 
was said in 1914 by Prince von Billow, the most important Chan- 
cellor of the Fmipire since Bismarck, Prussia attained her great- 
ness as a country of soldiers and otficials, and as such she was able 
to accom])lish the work of German union; to tins day she is still, 
in all essentials, a state of soldiers and otiicials.” The governing 
classes were, in Prussia, which, in turn, governed TTermany, the 
monarchy, the aristocracy, and a bureaucracy of military and 
civil officials, responsible to the King alone. The determining 
factor in the state was the personality of the King. 

Neither the Empire, nor the Kingdom of Prussia, was governed 
by democratic institutions. The Kingdom lagged far behind the 
Enifiire, and, so great was its power, inqieded the develo])mcnt of 
liberty in the Phnpire. Prussia in 1914 was a country of 
40,000,000 people. It had had a legislature of two chambers 
since 1850, and the lower house of the legislature was chosen by 
universal suffrage. Every Prussian man who had attained his 
twenty-fifth year had the vote. Was Prussia, therefore, a democ- 
racy? Not exactly, for this universal suffrage was most marvel- 
ously manipulated. The exercise of the right to vote w^as so/ 
arranged that the ballot of the poor man was practically annihi- ^ 
lated, ITiiiversab suffrage jyas rendered illusory. The way in 
which this was done has alreacly been described. I he voters were 
divided in each electoral district into three classcui according 
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wealth. The amount of taxes, paid by the district, was divided 
into three equal parts. Tliose taxpayers who paid the first third 
were grouped into one class ; those, more numerous, who paid the 
second third, into another class ; those who paid the remainder, 
into still another class. The result was that a very few rich men 
were set apart by themselves, the less rich by tliemselves, and the 
poor by themselves. Eacli of these groups, voting separately, 
elected an equal number of delegates to a convention, which con- 
fvention cliose the representatives of that constituency to the 
llower house of tlie Prussian Parliament. 

Thus in every electoral convention two-thirds of the members 
belonged to the wealthy or well-to-do class. There was no chance 
in such a system for the ])oor, for the masses. This system gave 
an enormous preponderance of political power to the rich. The 
first class consisted of very few men, in some districts of only 
one; the second was sometimes twenty times as numerous, the 
third sometimes a hundred, or even a thousand times. Thus, 
though every man had the suffrage the vote of a single rich man 
rnight have as great weight as the votes of a tliousand workingmen. 
Universal suffrage was thus mani])ulated in such a way as to 
defeat democracy decisively and to consolidate a privileged class 
in powx'r in the only branch of the government that had even the 
appearance of being of popular origin. Bismarck, no friend of 
liberalism, once characterized this electoral system as the worst 
ever created. Its shrieking injustice was shown by the fact that 
in 1900 the Social Democrats, who actually cast a majority of 
the votes, got only seven seats out of nearly 400. It was one of 
thejTiost undemocratic systems in existence. 

In 19^08 there were 298,000 voters in the first class, 1,005,240 
in the second, 0,824,079 in the third. The first class represented 
4 per cent., the second 14 per cent., the third 82 per cent, of the 
population. In Cologne the first class comprised 870 electors, 
the second 2,584, while the third had 22,824. Tlie first class 
chose the same number of electors as the third. Thus 870 rich 
men had the same voting capacity as 22,824 proletarians. In 
Saarbriicken the Baron von Stumm formed the first class all by 
himself and announced complacently that he did not suffer from 
his isolation. In one of the Berlin districts Herr Heffte, a manu- 
facturer of sausages, formed the first class. 

This system would seem to have been outrageous enough by 
reason of its monstrous plutocratic caste. But tbis is not all. 
This reactionary edifice was appropriately crowned by another 
device — ora l voting. Neither in the primary nor the secondary 
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voting was a secret ballot used. 3^oting w asjniaLcyxn JLlV a written 
orjirinted ballot, but by the spoken word. Thus every one exer- 
cised ^his right publicjy, in the presence of his superior or his 
paTron or employer or his equals or the official representative of 
the King. In such a country as Prussia, where the police were 
noioxiously ubiquitous, what a weapon for absolutism! The 
great landowners, the great manufacturers, the State, could 
easily bring all the pressure they desired to bear upon the voter, 
exercising his wretched rudiment of j)olitical power. Needless to 
say, under such a system as this the working classes were almost 
entirely unrepresented in the Prussian legislature. 

Again, with the excc])tion of a thoroughly insignificant measure 
passed in 190(5, no changes were made in tlie electoral districts 
of Prussia after 1858. No account was taken of the changes 
in the population, and there were consequently great disparities 
between the various districts. Thus, in a recent election in the 
Province of Fiast Prussia, the actual ratio of inhabitants to 
each de])uty was 63,000, while in Berlin it was 170,000. In one 
election, 3,000,000 inhabitants of four large Prussian districts 
returned nine representatives, while three other millions, divided 
among forty smaller districts, returned 66. Naturally, the de- ■ 
mand grew constantly louder that many districts should be par-i 
tially or wholly disfranchised or merged with others, and that 
other districts should receive a larger representation. No at- 
tempt, however, was made to meet this demand. 

In the Empire, also, a similar problem became yearly more 
acute. In 1871, Germany was divided into 397 constituencies for 
the Reichstag. The number remained the same from tljat time 
down to the war and, indeed, until the Reichstag disappeared in 
tlie convulsions of the closing months of 1918. ^^ot a single 
district gained or lost in representation. Yet from 1871 1 > 1914/ 
the population of the Empire increased from about forty-one: 
millions to over sixty-five millions, and there was a great shifting 
in population from the country to the cities. One of the divir 
sions of Berlin, with a population of 697,000, elected one repre- 
sentative, whereas the petty principality of Waldeck, with a 
population of 59,000, elected one. Tlie 851,000 voters of Greater 
Berlin returned eight members ; the same number of voters in fifty 
of the smaller constituencies returned forty-eight. A reform 
of these gross, inexpialities was widely demanded, but the demand 
passed unheeded. 

Another subject much discussed during the later years of the 
Empire was that concerning ministerial responsibility. The in- 
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discretions of Emperor William II made this from time to time 
I a burning question. An interview with liim, in which he spoke 
jwith great freedom of tlie strained relations between Germany 
land Great Britain, was published in the London TelegrapJt on 
i October 28, 1908. At once was seen a phenomenon not witnessed 
in Germany since the founding of the Empire. There was a 
violent protest against the irresponsible actions of the Emperor, 
actions subject to no control, and yet easily capable of bringing 
about a war. New\spapcrs of all shades of party affiliation dis- 
played a freedom of utterance and of censure unparalleled in 
Germany. All ])arties in the Reichstag expressed their emphatic 
jdisapproval. The incident, however, was not sufficient to bring 
jabout the introduction of the system of t'lc responsibility of min- 
.isters for all tlie acts of the monarch, and tlie control of the 
ministry by the jnajority of the Reichstag, in sliort, the parlia- 
mentary system in its essential features. 

Neither in the Lim])ire, nor in the Kingdom of Prussia, nor in 
any of the other states that composed the Empire, did the elected 
chamber control the Government. In every case tlie Prince had 
an absolute veto. Where there were second chambers, as in 
many of the states, they were not elected by the voters, but were 
either based on heredity or on appointment by tlie ruler or by 
certain narrow organizations. In any case the second chambers 
were a bulwark of a privileged class. And in Prussia, as we have 
seen, even the so-called ]) 0 ])ular house was merely anotlier name for 
a privileged class. Neither in the Empire nor in the individual 
states were the ministers controlled by the ])opu]ar assemblies. 
The assemblies miglit vote a lack of confidence as often as they 
felt like it. The ininist(‘rs would go right on as long as the 
Emperor, King, Grand Duke, or Prince desired. In none of the 
German states could tlie constitution be amended without the con- 
sent of the sovereign of tlnat state. The constitution of the 
j Empire could not be amended without the consent of one man, 
jWilliam II, for a constitutional amendment must be passed not 


‘Only by the Reichstag but by the Bundesrath, and the constitu- 
jtion provided that no amendment could pass the Bundesrath if 
fourteen votes were cast against it. In that body Prussia had 
seventeen votes and those votes were cast as the King of Prussia 
directed. If every individual in Germany except this one, and 
including the other Kings and Dukes, had desireej a change in 
the constitution tliey could not have secured it if William II 
said ‘‘No ^ 

The pow’^er of the Prussian crown was virtually absolute — 
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absolutism under constitutional forms,” as_ Rmlolpb Gneist, 
oncF cbiisidSecT in Germany a ^reaf Sufliorlty on public law, 
said years ago. In the economic sphere Germany was enter- 
prising, progressive, successful, highly modern; in the intellectual 
sphere she was active and productive; but in the political sphere 
slie was in a state of arrested development. And it had been the 
amazing triumphs of Bismarck, based on force, that had caused 
the-ai German legislatures were impotent and ineffective. 
F^or all [)ractical purposes the Reichstag was merely a debating 
club, and a debating club that had no power of seeing that its 
will was carried out. As late as January, 1914, Dr. Friedrich 
Naumann, of Middle Europe ” fame, described the humiliating 
position of the body of which he was a member in the following 
words : 

We on the Left are altogether in favor of the parliamentary 
regime, by which we mean that the Reichstag cannot forever 
remain in a position of subordination. Why does the Reichstag 
sit at all, why does it pass resolutions, if behind it is a waste 
}>aper basket into which these resolutions are thrown? The 
problem is to change the impotence of the Reichstag into some 
sort of power. . . . The man who compared this House to a hall 
of echoes was not far wrong. . , . When one asks the question, 
MVhat part has the Reichstag in German history as a whole?’ 
it will be seen that the part is a very limited one.” 

llie effective seat of political power in Germany was, as it had 
always been, in the monarchs. Germans might have the right to 
vote, but of what value was it if the vote led nowhere, if the 
body elected by the voters was carefully and completely nullified 
by otlier bodies, princes and aristocratic hereditary upper cham- 
bers, over which the voters had no control? 

Prussia was the strongest obstacle the democratic movement 
of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries encountered. 
Germany in 1914 was less liberal than in 1848. The most serious 
blow that the principle of representative government received 
during that century was the one she received at the hands of 
Bismarck. We have expert testimony of the highest and most 
official sort that the effects of that blow were not outlived. Prince 
von Billow, writing in 1914, said: “Liberalism, in spite of its 
change of attitude in national questions, has to this day not 
recovered from the catastrophic defeat whicli Prince Bismarck 
inflicted nearly half a century ago on the jiarty of progress 
which still clings to the ideals and princijiles of 1848.” 

The situation was still furtlier defined by the utterance of 
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Professor Delbriick, successor to Treitschke in the chair of modern 
history in the University of Berlin, who wrote in 1914 to the 
effect that Anyone wlio has any familiarity with our officers 
and generals knows that it would take another Sedan, inflicted 
on us instead of by us, before they would acquiesce in the control 
of the Army by the German Parliament.” Here was a very clear 
indication as to where real power lay in Germany. One has only 
to recall tlie great cha})ters in English history which tell of the 
struggle for liberty to Irnow that it has been obtained solely by 
the recognition of the supremacy of Parliament over royal pre- 
rogative, over military power. 

, The German state was the most autocratic in Western Europe; 

dt was also the most militaristic. Eundamental individual liberties, 
regarded as absolutely vital in England, France, America, and 
many other states, had never been possessed by Germans, nor 
were they possessed in 1914. Germany was rich, vigorous, 
powerful, instructed. It was not free. A military monarchy is 
the very opposite of a democratic state. Prince von Biilow in 
his book, Ivi'perial Germany, published in 1914, says, ‘‘ Despite 
the abundance of merits and the gr«at qualities with which the 
German nation is endowed, political talent has been denied it.” 
Any citizen of a free country knows that that talent grows only 
where an opportunity has been given It to grow. It need occasion 
no surprise that jMommsen, the historian of Home, writing in 
1903, should say of his own country, There are no long’or free 
citizens.” Instead there were industrious, energetic, educated, 
ambitious, and submissive subjects.^ 

3. In the above section liberal use has been nuide of a study published by 
the author in 1917 on The Government of Oerniany. 



CHAPTER XVIII 


FRANCE UNDER THE THIRD REPUBLIC 

We have seen tluit the Republic was proclaimed by the 
Parisians September 4, 1870, as a result of tlie defeats of the 
Empire in the EVanco-German war, culminating at Sedan. Im- 
mediately a Provisional Government of National Defense assumed 
control. In all this there was no a])])eal to the people of France, 
no ratification by them. This Government gave way in E'ebruary 
J871 to a National Assembly of 750 members elected by. universal 
siTtfrage for the" purpose of mating ,])eace with Geriminy;. It 
was felt that the Provisional Government, not popularly chosen, 
but the creation of a Parisian insurrection, was not competent 
to settle so grave a matter, involving, as it necessarily would, 
the cession of territory to the Germans. This National As- 
sembly, w^hich first met at Bordeaux, showed a majority of 
Monarchists. The reason was that, as Gambetta and the lead-'i 
ing Rej)ubllcans wished to continue the war, and as the mass 
of peasants wished peace, the latter voted for the opponents 
of Gambetta, who were chiefly Monarchists. There is no 
evidence to show that in doing this the y)easants were expressing 
an opinion against the Republic as a form ol government and 
in favor of a Monarchy. They wished the war stopped, and 
took the most obvious means to that end. The Assembly of 
Bordeaux made the peace, ceding Alsace and Lorraine, and 
assuming the enormous war indemnity. But peaf"^ did not 
return to EVance as^ a result of the Treaty of Erankfort. The 
“Terrible Year,” as the French call it, of 1870-71 had more 
horrors in store. Ciyil.w.ar followed tlic war with the foreigners, 
shorter, but exceeding it in ferocity, a war between the city of 
Paris and the Government of France, represented by the 
Assembly of Bordeaux. That Assembly had, as we have seen, 
chosen lluers as “ chief of the executive power,” pending “ the 
nation’s .decision as to the definitive form of government. 
Thus the fundamental question was postponed. Ihiers was 
chosen for no definite term; he was the servant of the Assembly 
to carry out its wishes, and might be dismissed^ by it at any 
moment.' 
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THE COMMUNE 

Between tlie Government and the people of Paris serious dis- 
agreements immediately arose, wliieli led quickly to the war of 
the Commune. Paris had proclaimed the Republic. But the 
Republic was not yet sanctioned by France, and existed only 
(le facto. On the other hand, the National x\ssembly was con- 
trolled by Monarchists, and it had post})oncd the determination 
of the permanent institutions of the country. Did not this 
simply mean that it would abolish the Republic and proclaim 
tlie Monarchy, when it should judge the moment propitious.?^ 
This fear, only too well justified, that the Assembly was hostile 
to the Re))ublic, was the fundamental cause of the Commune. 
Paris lived in daily dread of this event. Paris was ardently 
Republican. For ten years under the Fm]:)ire it had been 
returning Republicans to the (^-hamber of Deputies. These 
men did not propose to let a coup d’etat like that of TiOuis 
Napoleon in 1851 occur again. Various acts of the Assembly 
were well adapted to deepen and intensify the feeling of dread 
'uncertainty. The Assembly showed its distrust of Paris by 
voting in March 1871 that it would henceforth sit in Versailles, 
tn other words, a small and sleepy town, and one associated 
with the history of ^Monarchy, was to be the capit^il of France 
instead of the great city which had sustained the tremendous 
siege and by her self-sacrifice and suffering had done her best 
rto hold high the honor of the land. Not only was Paris 
I wounded in her pride by this act, which showed such unmistakable 
suspicion of her, but she suffered also in lier material interests 
at a time of great financial distress. Property-owners, mer- 
chants, workmen were affected by this decision which really 
removed the capital from Paris. The prosperity of Paris, 
sadly undermined by the war with the Germans, now^ received an 
additional blow from the Government of France. 

Other highly im])rudent acts of the Assembly tended in the 
same direction. The payment of rents, debts, notes falling due,; 
had been suspended during the siege. The Parisians wished this 
suspension prolonged until business should revive. The Assembly 
refused to grant this, but ordered the payment of all ^ueh debtsj 
tD^bje.inade. within forty-eight hours. The result was that within 
four days 150,000 Parisians found themselves exposed to legal 
prosecution because of inability to pay their debts. ^ Tliis meant 
' immense hardship to the business world. 

Again, the majority of workingmen still witliout employment 
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liad as their only means of support their pay as members of the 
National Guard. Tins was now suppressed by the Assembly, 
except for those supplied with certificates of. poverty. The 
economic misery of large numbers was thus increased at the very 
time tliey needed relief, after tJie harrowing siege. The National 
Guard included most of the able-bodied male population of the 
city. It had defended the city during the siege, and its arms 
were left in its hands after the peace. As soon as the siege was 
raised the rich and well-to-do members of the Guard left Paris 
in large numbers, perhaps 150, GOO of them, to rejoin their 
families in the provinces and abroad. The poor remained, per- 
force, without w'ork, and now in most instances deprived of their 
franc and a lialf a day — an immense mass of discontented men, 
wretched, suspicious, armed, and inflamed by every rumor that 
the Republic was in danger. 

Tlicre was also in Paris a considerable population having 
diverse revolutionary tendencies — Anarchis ts^ jTaco bins. Social- 
ists. The last party had grown undeT^ the reign of Napoleon III, 
rind had a large following among the working classes. Among 
the restless, discontented, poverty-stricken masses of the great 
city, their leaders worked with success. There arose out of the 
confusion of the time tli e idea of the commune, pr thc Jndj^ 
unit of the nation, the dty, or the It was held that in 

the future government of France emphasis should be given to 
the commune, that it should be vested with large powers to 
exercise as it saw fit, that the role of the state as a wdiolc should 
be circumscribed. Looked at in one liglit this was the old idea 
that France was too highly centralized, local govirnment too 
limited, too much controlled by the state. Let France he rlecer^ - 
tri ilized , .was tlie evy^^ Each commune shouldTx' largely inde- 
pendent, uncontrolled in most matters by the central government.* 
Sucli a scheme had ttfis connection with the situation ot the hour: 
*it would free tlie cities, most of which were republican, in great 
, measure from tlie control of the central government, which in 
the Assembly was monarchical. It would also be of advantage 
to the Soci^ilists, who aspired to invest the commune with 
extensive powers in order that they might be used to bringj; 
about in each unit an economic and social revolution. Thus the ^ 
radical Republicans, suspicious of the Assembly and prone to 
believe that the Republic was in danger, and a revolutionary^ 
party influenced by Socialists and inciting the people of the^ 
crowded workingmen’s quarters to revolt, both emphasized tlje 
importance of the commune. 
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It was tlirough the National Guard that this confused dis- 
content gained expression. Tl^ Guard chose in Februgtrj 1871 
ja committee of sixty to direct ijt, and to prevent any action 
^ against Parrs”^ anST^against the Republic on the part of the 
National Assembly. It removed some cannon to one of the 
strongest points in the city. The Government, believing an 
insurrection likely, and not willing to strengthen it by leaving 
the cannon in the hands of the disaffected, endeavored to seize 
them on March 18, 1871, but failed. The National Guard pro- 
tected them ; popular defiance of the Government had begun. 
The insurrectionary spirit spread with great raj)idity through- 
out Paris until it developed into a war between Paris and the 
Versailles Government. Two of tlie generals of the latter were 
seized and shot by the insurgents. The Government forces were 
withdra^vn from Paris by Thiers, and life city was left entirely 
in the hands of the insurgents. 

This action of the national government left a free field for the 
insurgents in the city. The more radical element now secured 
complete control. An election was held in Paris on March 26th 
^of a General Council of 90 members to serve as tlie government 
of the commune. Tins government, commonly called the Com- 
jmune, organized itself by appointing ministers or heads of 
Ivarious departments. It adopted the republican calendar of 
the Revolution, and the red flag of the Socialists. This govern- 
ment consisted of revolutionists, but the revolutionists differed 
, widely and bitterly from each other, and in these divisions lay 
their weakness and the cause of their ultimate overthrow. The 
Ideal of the new^ government, as announced to the people, was 
the decentralization of France. The central government should 
simplv consist of delegates from the communes. France w’^as to 
be a kind of federation of these local units. The Communists 
vehemently denounced as a slander that tney were seeking to 
destroy the unity of France, as worked out by the French 
Revolution: they were simply trying to abolish the kind of 
unity imposed on us up to this day by the Empire, the Mon- 
archy, and Parliamentarism,” which had been but despotic, 
unintelligent, arbitrary, and onerous centralization.” They 
wished by the new and free and spontaneous unity of the com- 
munes, co-operating voluntarily, to abolish the old system of 
militarism, officialism, exploitation, stock jobbing, monopolies, 
and privileges to which the proletariat owes its servitude, and 
the fatherland Its misfortunes and its disasters.” They appealed 
to France to *joIn them. “ Let her be our ally in this conflict, 
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wliicli can only end by the triumph of the communal idea or the 
ruin of Paris ! ’’ ^ 

This government and this ideal did not succeed, as success 
depended on defeating tlie Versailles Government. Troops were 
sent out from Paris to break up the National SssShBTy Tn 
Versailles, but the^ failed, their leaders were seized ami sbbt bn 
the spot. The Commune in revenge ordered the arrest of many 
prominent men in Paris, who were to be kept as hostages.” 

To Thiers and the National Assembly the whole affair was 
infamous. It imperiled the very existence of France. It was 
a bold and unscrupulous attempt of a single city to defy all 
France, the more infamous as foreign troops were still in control 
of the country. For Frenclimen to defy the Government of 
Franco, to begin civil war in the presence of the victorious 
Germans, was bitterly humiliating to the nation before all the 
world. Some atteni])ts at bringing about a reconciliation were 
made, but failed. Thiers, to disarm the cry that the Republic 
was in danger, denied that the Government was preparing to 
destroy the Republic, flatly contradicted the Communist leaders 
— “ tliey are lying to France ” — and announced that if any 
such conspiracy existed anywhere he would not lend himself to 
its execution, and a law was passed, April 14th, enlarging the 
powers of local governing bodies. But he was em])hatic that the 
unity of France must be preserved, and it was clear that the 
only way to do this was to put down the insurgents of Paris. 
This was for some time impossible, as the Assembly had few 
troops, and those were demoralized. But w ith the return of 
soldiers from Switzerland and from Germany, an army of 
150,000 men was gotten together. With this army a regular 
siege of Paris was begun, this time by F'renchmen, Germans who 
controlled the forts to the north of Paris looking on, ^he second 
siege of the unhappy city within a year. Thus civil war suc- 
ceeded foreign war, surpassing it in bitterness and ferocity. It 
lasted nearly two months, from April 2d to May 21st, when 
the Versailles troops forced fheir'^ehtrance into the city. Then 
followed seven days’ ferocious fighting in the streets, of Parii^, 
the Coinihuhists more and more desperate and frenzied, the 
Versailles army more and more revengeful and sanguinary. This 
was the bloody weekj” during which Paris suffered much more ^ 
than she lia^ from tlie bombardment of the Germans — a week 
of fearful destruction of life and property. The horrors of 
incendiarism were added to those of slaugliter. Everything,” 

1 Anderson, Constitutions and Documents, No.-* 126. 
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says Hanotaux, of May 23d, ‘‘ ^as burning; there were 
explosions everywliere. A night of The Porte Saint^ 

Martin, the church of Saint-Eustache, the Rue Royale, tlio 
Rue de Rivoli, the Tuileries, the Palais-Royal, the Hotel de 
Ville, the left bank from the Legion d’Honneur to the Palais de 
Justice, and the Police Office were immense red braziers, and 
above all rose lofty blazing columns. From outside, all the 
forts were firing upon Paris. . . . The gunners were cannon- 
ading one another across the towui, and above the town. Shells 
fell in every direction. All the central (juarters were a battle- 
field. It was a horrible chaos: bodies and souls in collision over 
a crumbling world.” ^ The Communi .st^^s shot their hostages . 
Pinally the agony was brought to a close. On May 28th the 
last insurgents were shot down in the cemetery of Pere-Lachaise. 

The revenge taken by the Government possessed no quality 
."of merc 3 \ Racked by the horror of the week, infuriated by 
, the belief that the Communists, seeing their defeat approaching, 
; had made a deliberate attempt to destroy the city, horror- 
stricken at tlie murder of the hostages, of whom one was the 
^Archbishop of Paris, jt_ji^ ^nishefl right and left summarily. 

spot. ‘‘The number of men,” says 
Hanotaux, “ who j^erished in this horrible fray, without any 
other form of law, is estimated at 17,000. The cemeteries, the 
squares, private or public gardens, saw trenches opened in which 
nameless corpses were deposited without register and without 
list, by thousands.” “ Arrests and trials went on for years. 
Up to 1875 over 43,000 had been arrested, over 350,000 de- 
nounced. The prisoners were judged by courts-martial. Nearly 
ten thousand were condemned summarily to various punishments, 
thousands being deported to New Caledonia. It was not until 
1879 that an amnesty was passed for tlie remaining ])risoners, 
and then only owing to tlie impassioned pjca of Gambetta for 
^pity. Tlie result of all this was the deep enibitterinent of classes 
la^ainst each other. The revolutionary party, crushed and 
silenced, nourished its hatred of the bourgeoisie, who returned its 
Kajrel 

THE GOVERNMENT OF THIERS 

'Having put down the insurrection of Paris and signed the 
hard treaty with Germany, France was at peace. She had 
between July 1870 and June 1871 received such staggering blows 

1 Hanotaux, Contemporary Francti^ I, 215. 

Hanotaux, Ibid,, 225. 
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that she had sunk rapidly from tlie position of the first power 
on the Continent to the rank of fourth or fifth. Immense 
destruction of national wealth and national prestige had char- 
acterized the Terrible Year. Time was needed for reorganiza- 
tion. France, overwhelmingly crushed, must be built up anew. 
This work of reconstruction was immediately undertaken by the 
G overn ment of Thier s. That Government lasted over two years, 
and its ac^iievements were notable. Thiers had been chosen by^ 
the Assembly of Bordeaux cliief of the executive.” The 
Assembly was the only authority in France for several years. 
It liad been elected February 8, 1871, but no definite powers had 
l)een vested in it, nor had the lengtli of its term been fixed. 
Would this Assembly, which had been elected to decide the 
question of peace and w^ar, consider itself c()mj)etent to sit longer, 
to determine the future government of France, and if so, to 
decide that tlie government should be a Monarchy, and not the 
Republic j)roclaimed by the crowed of Paris on September 4th.^ 
These were vital questions, w'hich wxu’e, however, but slowly 
nnswered. The Assembly remained in power for nearly five years, 
from February 1871 to December 31, 1875, refusing to dissolve. 

On August 31, 1871, it passed the important ^iivet .la\^*^bv 
which it accepted provisionally the existing government, de- 
clared that the chief of tlie executive should take the title of 
President of the French l{epnblu\ and that he should be respon- 
sible to tlie Assembly. The law also proclaimed that the 
Assembly possessed constituent powers, and was under the 
obligation to exercise them at the j^roper time. No definite 
term was established for the presidency. It was to last, so the 
Rivet law^ itself stated, as long as the Assembly lasted. The 
government, therefore, was one strictly by parliament. All 
sovereignty w^as declared vested in the Assembly. '^I^hiers was 
really simply leadei*^f the majority. As soon as 1)0 lost his 
majority lie stepped down and out (1873). 

But before that time came he accomjilished an extraordinary 
work. Urging the parties to drop their merely partisan interests 
for the time being, he apjicaled to their patriotism, which was 
noU lacking. France must be reorganized, the wounds of the 
past year healed. After tliat, let tlie question of the final form 
of government be brought forward. ^ 

The financial burdens created by the war, the Commune, and; 
the loss of Alsace-Lorraine, wx're found, on examinationt, to, 
amount to over fifteen billion francs, or about three billion 
dollars. The loss in life was great. It is estimated that about 



338 


FRANCE UNDER THE THIRD REPUBLIC 


140,000 men were killed, and more than that number wounded: 
that about 340,000 entered hospitals for various diseases. 
France lost about 1,600,000 inhabitants by the cession of Alsace- 
Lorraine, and apart from that, her population suffered a loss of 
about a half a million. 

The most imperative task confronting the Government was to 
get the Germans out of the country. By the Treaty of Frank- 
fort PVance was to pay within three years a war indemnity of 
five billion francs. Until this was accomplished tliere was to be 
a German army of occupation in France, supported by France, 
and occupying a certain number of departments. This army 
was to be withdrawn gradually, as the instalments of tlic indem- 
nity were paid. The army at first numbered about 500,000 men 
and 150,000 horses. The cost of their support was heavy. 

Thiers wished to bring about evacuation with the utmost pos- 
sible speed, in order to remove the humiliation of a victorious 
foreign soldiery in France, tlie possibility that their presence 
might at any moment provoke some incident which would lead 
to a new war, and also to save millions. Under his leadership 
the task of paying the Germans was undertaken with energy 
and carried out with celerity. The first five hundred million 
francs were paid in July 1871, and the German troops were with- 
drawn from Normandy. By the end of September 1871 
1,500,000,000 had been ])aid, and troops had been withdrawn 
from all but twelve departments. By the end of 1871 the army 
of occupation numbered 150,000 men and 18,000 horses. Pay- 
ments proceeded rapidly. In September 1873 the final instal- 
ment was met, and the last German soldiers left France. Thus 
frencK’soil was freed nearly six months earlier than was provided 
by the treaty. This rapid liquidation of the indemnity had been 
effected by two successful loans contracted by the Government, 
one in 1871 for over 2,000,000,000 francs,'^vhe other in 1872 for 
nearly 3,500,000,000 francs. The former was oversubscribed 
two and a half times ; the latter over fourteen times. This 
amazing success bore striking evidence to the wealth of the 
icountry. For his great services in this initial work of the recon- 
struction of France the National Assembly voted that, Thiers 
had deserved Avell of the country.’’ That the country shared 
the sentiment was shown by its spontaneous bestowal of the 
grateful name, 

The two years of Thiers’ presidency were notable for the 
energy and success of the work of rebuilding France. Two 
measures in ‘particular merit description, the local government 
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bill, and the bill whereby the army was reconstructed and p,ut 
on a far larger and sounder basis than ever before. ' 

Local government was partially reorganized in the direction 
of decentralization. Some of the powers hitherto belonging to 
the central government were now vested in the departmental and 
communal councils. Hitlierto the prefect, head of the denart- 
ment, and appointed by tlic central government, had had almost 
unlimited powers throughout liis department. Kver since the 
Revolution various attem])ts liad been made to reduce this exces- 
sive concentration of power in the liands of the officials in Paris. 
The outbreak of the Commune liad made this question acute. 

law was passed in 1871 ])erifiitting all adult men of a year’s 
residence in the commune to elect tlio communal council, and in 
tlie smaller communes permitting tlie council to choose the mayor. 
In all towns of over 20,000 inhabitants, and in the chief towns 
of departments or arroyidissewenfs^ the mayors were still to be 
appointed by the central government. Tlie measure was a com- 
promise between Napoleonic centralization and the complete self- 
government demanded by radical reformers. In only 460 com- 
munes would the mayors henceforth be ap])ointed from Paris. / 

The reconstruction of the army was also urgent. A law was 
passed in July 1872 which, in its essential features, still remains 
the basis of the military system of France. The example of 
Prussia, so successful, was followed. Henceforth there was to 
be universal compulsory military service. The National Guard 
was abolished. The new army, based on universal obligatory 
service, was to be divided into four parts, with various terms: 
five years in the active army, and diflf*erent periods in the various 
reserves. Certain special classes were to be required to give 
only one year’s service, as for instance, young men who showed 
certain certificates of advanced education. These must, how- 
ever, pay to the stai^^he amount of 1500 francs. Otiier classes 
were exempted entirely from service — ecclesiastics, teachers, 
and sons of widows, su})posed to be sup])orters of families. The 
enactment of this law, with the principle of compulsory service 
for five years in the active army, was one of the most important- 
acts of* the early years of the Third Republic. In the face of* 
the threats from Germany, alarmed at this revival of French 
military power, France went steadily ahead with her projects of 
reorganization. Not only was a new and large army provided, 
but fortresses^ were built, equipment created, all burdensoipe, yet | 
willingly born e. 

In regard to the subjects which grew out of^the war, the 
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terms of peace, and the necessary measures of reconstruction, 
the Assembly was able to work on the whole harmoniously. But 
now a question, which could no longer be postponed, and which 
was highly divisive in its nature, entered upon its acute phase — 
the question of the permanent form of government. The Re- 
public existed de facto, but not in law. It had been merely pro- 
claimed by an insurrectionary body in Paris in September 1870. 
The Assembly, which was elected in the following February, and 
which represented all France, proved to be composed, as we have 
seen, in the majority, of Monarchists. Would these Monarch- 
ists consider that they were elected to make a constitution, not 
simply to determine the question of peace and war.^ If so, would 
they not simply declare the restoration of the Monarchy? They 
did not at first attempt this, probably because they preferred 
that the odium of a peace relinquishing French territory should 
.attach to the Republic, not to the restored Monarcliy. But 
jnow that the peace was made, the territory freed, the necessary 
laws passed, the Monarchists became active. They found they 
had in Thiers a man who would not abet them in their project. 
Thiers was originally a believer in constitutional monarchy, but 
he was not afraid of a republican government, and during the 
years after 1870 he came to believe that a Re])ublic was, for 
France, at the close of a turbulent century, the only possible 
form of government. There is,” he said, ‘‘ only one throne, 
and there are three claimants for a seat on it.” He discovered 
a happy formula in favor of the Republic, “ It is the form of 
government which divides us least.” And again, Those parties 
who want a monarchy do not want the same monarchy.” By 
which phrases he accurately described a curious situation. The 
Monarchists, while they constituted a majority of the Assembly, 
were divided into three parties, no one of which was in the 
majority. There were Legitimists, Orleani^Vs, and Bonapartists. 
The Legitimists upheld the right of the grandson of Charles X, 
the jQoiint^f Chamjbord ; the Dxlc^nists, the right c^f the grandson 
of Louis Philippe, the Count of Paris; the Bonapartists, of 
Napoleon III, or his son. The Monarchist parties could unite 
to prevent a definite, explicit establishment of the Republic; 
they could not unite to establish the monarchy, as each wing 
wished a different monarch. Out of this division arose the only 
chance the Third Republic had to live. As the months went by, 
the Monarchists felt that Thiers was becoming cohstantly more 
of a Republican, which was true; not a Republican of affection, 
but one of reason. He was, therefore, too dangerous a man to 
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leave in power, as he might, so great was the authority of his name 
and argument, persuade the former Monarchists to become 
Republicans. Indeed, it has been estimated that probably about 
a hundred members of the Assembly were influenced by him in 
that direction. If a monarchical restoration was to be attempted, 
therefore, Thiers must be gotten out of the way. But he had 
tlms far been indispensable. Now, however, tliat peace was made, 
the finances regulated, the army reorganized, he was considered 
no longer necessarv, andj.n 1873„was outvoted in „thil^As^rnbly ? ^ 
and resigned, and'Mar^liid.MjicMa chosen, presidmt la. 

prepare tlie way for the coming monarch. 

THE FRAMING OF THE CONSTITUTION 

Earnest attempts were made forthwith to bring about a 
restoration of the monarchy. This could be done by a fusion 
of tlie Legitimists and the Orleanists. Circumstances were 
particularly favorable for the accomplishment of such a union. 
The Count of Chambord had no direct descendants. The inlieri- 
tance would, therefore, upon his death, ])ass to the House of 
Orleans, represented by the Count of Paris, Tlie elder branch 
would in the course of nature be succeeded by the younger. This 
fusion seemed accomplished when the Count of Paris visited the 
Count of Chambord, recognizing him as head of the family. A 
committee of nine members of the Assembly, representing the 
Monarchist parties, the Imperialists holding aloof, negotiated 
during the summer of 1873 with the “King” concerning the 
terms of restoration. The negotiations were successful on most 
points, and it seemed as if by the close of the year the existence of 
the Republic would be terminated and Henry V would be reigning 
,in Prance. The Repub^lic was saved by the devotion of the Count 
of Chambord to a sj^ibol. He stated that he would never re- 
nounce the ancient Bourbon banner. “ Henry V could never 
abandon the white flag of Henry IV,” he had already declared, 
and from that resolution he never swerved. The tricolor repre- 
sented the Revolution. If he was to be King of France it must 
be with* his principles and Bis flag ; King of the Revolution he 
would n^Vj^r consent tq^Jbe. The Orleanists, on the other hand, 
adhered to the tricolor, knowing its popularity with the people,^ 
knowing that no regime that repudiated the glorious symbol could 
long endure. Against this barrier the attempted fusion of the 
two branches of the Bourbon family was shattered. The im- 
mediate danger to the Republic was over. 
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But the Monarchists did not renounce their hope of restoring 
the monarchy. The Count of Chambord might, perhaps, change 
his mind: if not, as he had no son, the Count of Paris would 
succeed him after his deatli as the lawful claimant to the throne; 
and the Count of Paris, defender of the tricolor, could then be 
proclaimed. The Monarcliists, therefore, planned merely to gain 
time. Marshal MacMahon had been chosen executive, as had 
Thiers, for no definite term. He was to serve during the pleasure 
of the Assembly itself. Believing that MacMahon would resign 
as soon as the King really appeared, they voted that his term 
should be for seven years, ex})ecting that a period of that length 
would see a clearing up of the situation, either the change of 
mind or the death of the Count of Chambord. Thus was 
established the Septennate, or j^exea-ryeai* term, of, the president, 
jyhich- exists. The presidency vvas thus given a fixed term 
by the Monarchists, as they sujiposed, in their own interests. 
If they could not restore the monarchy in 187J}, they could at 
least control the presidency for a considerable period, and thus 
prepare an easy transition to the new system at the opportune 
moment. 

But France showed unmistakably tliat she desired the establish- 
ment of a definitive system, that she wished to be through with 
these provisional arrangements, which only kept party feeling 
feverish and__handicaj)])ed France in her foreign relations. 
France had as yet no constitution, and yet this Assembly, chosen 
to make ])eace, had asserted that it was also chosen to frame a 
constitution, and it was by this assertion that it justified its 
continuance in power long after peace was made. Yet month 
after month, and year after year went by and the constitution 
W’^as not made, nor even seriously discussed. If the Assembly 
could not, or would not, make a constitution, it should relinquish 
its power and let the people elect a body '&iat would. But this 
it steadily refused to do. 

There was a dispute even as to what the form of government 
was at that moment. Was it a Republic or not.^ It is true that 
the Assembly had elected a Vresident of the Republic. It had 
thus infcrentially ratified the proclamation of the I^arkians of 
September 4, 1870. But was this merely provisional.? The 
Republic needed to be founded on fundamental laws before it 
could really be considered established. 

But not only would the Assembly not frankly proclaim the 
Republic, even after the attempt to restore Henry V liad 
failed, but, on the other hand, it endeavored to stamp out the 
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Republican propaganda, which was steadily gaining ground 
among the people under tlie inspiring leadership of i^aiXlb^tta/ 
In order to increase its power in this contest with the Republi- 
cans, the Assembly altered the local government laws describei, 
above. By the law of^ 1873 the mayors of all the couimunca in 
France were to be appointed directly or indirectly by the min- 
istry, and not elected by the local council, as by the law of 1871/. 
This gave the ministry control of a number of office-holders inj 
each town, who must do its bidding. Busts representing the| 
Republic were removed from all public buildings ; the name Re- 
public was ostentatiously omitted from public: documents. 
Republican ncwspay)ers were prosecuted and harassed in many 
ways. In a year more than 200 of tliem were arbitrarily supj 
pressed. Such conduct rendered the Rej)ublicans more unit^ 
and resolute. Gambetta journeyed from town to town, winning 
over to tlie Republic by his remarkable eloquence and powers of 
argumentation new social classes,” now inHuential by reason of 
universal suffrage, the lower ranks of the bourgeoisie, and the 
working class. The party grew steadily. Every day, there-' 
fore, the Assembly could less safely appeal to the people by a 
dissolution, yet w ith the rising tide of disaff'ection it must appeal 
to it or must set about giving the country permanent institu- 
tions, as a method of restoring quiet. Just at this time, when 
feeling ran so high, the Bonapartist party became aggressive, 
and won a number of successes at elections. The danger of a 


Bonapartist revival was one of the causes which prompted the 
Assembly finally to take up seriously the consideration of the 
constitution. Would not the people rush to the su]q)ort of the 
Bonapartists wl^igp. tHey saw' that the Assembly could not 
establish the Monarchy and w^ould not establish the Republic.'^ 


A number of Orleafei^t members preferred even 
another Na[)oleonic ^^mpire, and it w^as through 


a r^'public to 
their secession 


that the nuijority„ shift^^d. in the Assembly to the Republicans. 


Only, they insisted on making the Republic as conservative as 
possible, with as maiiy of the attributes of monarchy as could 
be thrown about it. As tlie Republicans needed the votes of 
these Orleanists in order to carrv through their plans at all, 


thev were forced to make liberal concessions in this direction. 


Out of this confused and abnormal situation arose the laws, 
knowm as thA Constitutimi^qf a law' on the Organization of 

the Senate*^(rcn3ruarv 24); on the Organization of the Public. 
Powers (February 25); and on the Relations of the Public 1 
Powers (July 16) ; and other organic law^s passied later. Alj/ 
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the beginning of the discussion it was found that the word 
“ republic ” was avoide<l in the texts. Proposed in the form of 
an amendment, it was voted down. Only later, and by indirection, 
was it adopted in speaking of the mode of election of “ the Presi- 
dent of the Republic.’’ Even this phrase, the famous Wallon 
amendment, was adopted by a majority of only one vote, 
to 352. Througliout the constitution it is only in connection 
with the presidential title that the word occurs. There is no 
formal but only this implicit statement that Franco is a republic. 
The difficult word was officially uttered by an Assembly that 
would have established monarchy if it could have.’ 

By the laws of 1875 a legislature consisting of two houses 
was established, a_ Senate and a Chamber ol Deputies. The 
Senate was to consist of 300 members, at least forty years of 
age. The Monarchists wished to have the members appointed 
by the President. It was finally determined, however, that one- 
fourth, or 75, should be elected for life by the Assembly itself,' 
the remainder for a term of nine years. The Republicans wished 
to have these senators chosen by direct universal suffrage, but 
the Assembly wished to limit the sphere of universal suffrage as 
much as possible. It was finally decided that the senators oh 
each department should be chosen by an electoral college. This 
electoral college should consist of various classes, the deputies 
from that department, members of the general department coun- 
cil, members of the arrondissement or district councils, and, 
more important than all the others because more numerous, of 
one delegate from each commune of the department, chosen by 
the communal council. The Monarchists insisted on this arrange- 
ment as likely to give them control of the Senate. No distinc- 
tion was made between communes. A large city and a small v- 
country village were each to send one delegate to the college 
which should choose the senator. As th^' Representatives from 
^he country communes or villages were the more numerous class, 
land as the Monarchists, being large landed proprietors, had 
great influence in the rural districts, it was likely that the Sen- 
ate could thus be controlled by them. One-third of the elective 
senators was to be renewed every three years. 

There was also to be a Chamber of De})uties, elected by uni- 
versal suffrage for a four-year term. The Senate and Chamber 
of Deputies, meeting together, should constitute a National 

1 A constitutional amendment adopted in 1884 renders the matter ex- 
plicit: “The republican form of government shall not be made the subject 
of a proposed revision.” 
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Assembly. Organized in this form they should have the power 
to elect the President and to revise the Constitution. The 
President is chosen for seven years, and may be re-elected. 
There is no vice-president, no succession provided by law. In 
case of a vacancy in the presidency the National Assembly meets 
and elects a new President, generally within forty-eight hours.! 
The President has the right to initiate legislation, as have the 
members of the two chambers, the duty to promulgate laws afterj 
their passage, to superintend their execution, the pardoning 
power, the direction of the army and navy, and the appointmentl 
to all civil and military positions. He may, with the consent 
of the Senate, dissolve the Chamber of Deputies before the expira- 
tion of its legal term and order a new election. But these 
powers are merely nominal, for the reason that every act of the 
President must* be countersigned by a minister, who thereby be^ 
comes responsible for the act, the President being irresponsible^ 
except in the case of high treason.^ 

The most fundamental feature of the French Republic, as 
established by the law s of 1875, is the parliamentary system, as 
worked out in England. The ministers are jointly and sever- 
ally responsible to tlie Chambers for the general j)olicy of the 
government, and individually for their personal acts,” says the 
law. The ministry, therefore, is the real executive, and it is 
practically a committee of the Chambers, chosen to exercise the 
executive power under the nominal direction of the President. 
The ministry must resign as soon as it loses support of the 
Cliambers, The Chambers, therefore, possess control of the 
executive, as of the legislative power. These powders, instead of 
being carefully separated, as in our constitution, are really fused, 
as in the English system. Parliament is the center and head of 
power. The President’s position resembles that of the constitu- 
tional monarch ; onr^Af ceremonial representation of the state, 
without real poAver, other than that which may flow from his 
personality, his powers of suggestion or advice, which the min- 
isters may listen to or not. The ministers are responsible to 
parliament, that is, practically to the Chamber of Deputies, as 
the popular chamber. It is the Chamber that really makes and 
unmakes ministries by its votes, that is, controls the executive 
branch of the government. The Chamber has proved able even 
to force the President to resign before the expiration of his 

1 These lawii are given in Anderson, Constitutions and DocumentSf 
No. 133; also in Dodd, Modern Constitutions, I, 28G-291; in French in 
Lowell, Governments and Parties, II, 337-344. 
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seven-year term by refusing to support any ministry, thus bring- 
ing all state action to a standstill. In 18 75 France had a constitu- 
tion more democratic than that of England or the United States, 
in both of which countries the popularly elected chamber en- 
countered serious checks. 

Not that this was apparent to the Assembly that created this 
system. Not for some years was it clear that the democratic 
element of this constitution was to be the vital part. The mon- 
archical assembly that established the parliamentary republic 
in 1875 thought that it had introduced sufficient monarchical 
elements into it to curb the aggressiveness of democracy and to 
facilitate a restoration of the INIonarchy at some convenient 
season. By reducing the presidency to a nominal position it 
aimed to prevent one-man power, the emergence of a Bonaparte, 
as in 1848 and 1851. The Senate, it thouglit, would be a mon- 
archical stronghold. And the President and Senate could prob- 
ably keep the Chamber of Deputies in check by their power of 
dissolving it. The Republicans accepted this system as better 
than monarchy or the existing ])rovisional sclieme. It bore tlie 
name Republic, and tliey hoped to make it a Re])ublic in more 
than name. Some Radical Republicans, liowever, denounced the 
Constitution as a mockery. 

The Constitution of 1875 was plainly a compromise between 
opposing forces, neither of which could win an unallovcd victorv. 
It- ^as -.as .Hanotaux says, ‘‘a dose prepared for a convalescent 
country.” 

Having completed the Constitutional Law^s, the National 
Assembly which had been in session since February 1871, which 
had ratified tlie Treaty of Frankfort, had liberated the terri- 
tory, and had reorganized the army and local government, dis- 
solved itself December 31, 1875. The elections to the Senate 
and Chamber of Deputies w^ere held at thl* beginning of 1876. 
The Monarchists secured a slight majority in the former, the 
Republicans a large majority in the latter. MacMahon at first 
appointed a ministry of Republicans, insisting, however, that 
three departments were outside politics, therefore not controllable 
by Parliament — tlie departments of War, Navy, and Foreign 
Affairs. 

The Monarchists now began a vigorous agitation against the 
Republicans. They were powerfully supported by the clerical 
party, which, ever since 1871, had been extremely active. The 
Republicans resented tliis intrusion of the Catholic party into 
politics, and iheir opinion was vividly expressed by Gambetta, 



MACMAHON'S POLICY 


847 


who in the Chamber threw out a phrase which became famous — 
‘‘ Clericalism — that is our enemy,” — meaning that the Roman 
Catholic Church was the most dangerous opponent of the Re- 
public. These Anti-Republican groups persuaded President Mac- 
Malion that lie was not bound to accept a ministry at the bidding 
of the Chambers, that he had the right to a personal policy, a 
programme of his own. As certain elections of the bodies which 
participated in the choice of senators were to be held toward 
the close of 1877, and as they would probably result in the 
Republicans capturing the Senate, if conducted by a Republican 
iniiiistry, and as he believed that the triumj)h of the Republicans 
would be harmful to France, to the army, to foreign prestige, 
MacMahon virtually dismissed, May 16, 1877, the Simon min- ‘ 
istry, which had the support of the Chamber, and appointed a 
ministry, composed largely of Monarchists, under the Duke de 
Broglie. Thereupon, tlie Senate, re]iresenting the same views, 
consented to the dissolution of the Chamber, and new elections 
were prepared. 

Thus a constitutional question was created — the relation of 
the Presidency to the Chamber of Deputies. If the President 
was to resemble the Britisli sovereign, he had no riglit to a per- 
sonal policy of liis own, no right to dismiss ministers acceptable 
to Parliament. MacMahoii’s opinion was that he had that right, 
and that if tlie Chamber did not approve, it remained for the 
peo})le to decide between him and it ” by a dissolution and new 
elections. 

This was a contest for political power between the President 
and the Senate on the one hand, the Chamber on the other. As 
the Constitution gave the President and Senate tlie right to dis- 
solve the Chamber, tliev had the upper hand, at least until the 
peojile voted. A crisis had arisen which involved an interpretation 
of the Constitution.'^* The Prevsident did not conside; himself a 
mere figurehead, did not propose to consider the Cliambcr of, 
Deputies as supreme. ‘ 

This question was now fought out before tlie people. A new 
Chamber of Deputies was to be chosen. The Broglie ministry 
used c\*ery effort to influence the voters against Gambetta and 
the Republicans. Republican office-holders were removed and 
reactionaries put in their place. The political machinery was 
^‘^ecLto hamper the Republicans, to silence or curb the Republican 
ncw\spapers. •Gambetta coined another famous phrase, when he 
declared that after the jieople should have spoken, MacMahon 
must ‘‘ either submit or resign.” For this he was prosecuted, and 
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condemned to three months of prison and a fine of 2,000 francs. 
Official candidates were put forth for the Chamber, supported 
by the ministry and office-holders. The clergy took an active 
part in the campaign, supporting the official candidates, and 
preaching against the Republicans, conduct which in the end was 
to cost them dear. The struggle was embittered. It was a con- 
test between the monarchical and republican principles, with the 
clergy, then very influential, in favor of the former. The bishops 
ordered a supplication for a favorable vote. The supplication 
was apparently not heard. The Republicans were overwhelmingly 
victorious. In the new Chamber they had a majority of over 
a hundred. MacMahon “ submitted,’’ and took a Republican 
minfstry. 

In the next yeartOjiSTS, an election of one-third of the Senate 
occurred. The Republicans now gained control of that body. 
With both Chambers Republican, Marshal MacMahon’s position 
became very difficult. The Chambers demanded the retirement 
from the army of certain generals, who were ojiposed to tlie Re- 
publicans. MacMahon refused to remove them on the ground 
that tliis would be prejudicial to the army, which should be kept 
out of politics. Rather than acquiesce he resigned the Presidency, 
January 30, 1879. The National Assembly immediately met and 
elected Jules Grevy president, a man whose devotion to Republi- 
can principles had been known to France for thirty years. For 
the first time, since 1871 the Rejiublicans controlled the Chamber 
, of Deputies, the Senate, and the Presidency. Since tliat time 
the Republic has been entirely in the hands of the Republicans. 

REPUBLICAN LEGISLATION 

Jules Grevy had in 1848 advocated tj^p suppression of the 
Presidency on the ground that one-man power was dangerous. 
He now administered the office in a manner sharply contrasting 
with that of MacMahon. He had no personal policy, he never 
personally - intervened in the conduct of affairs^ that was the 
province of the ministry. His example has been followed by suc- 
ceeding presidents. Thus the Presidency has lost any suggestion 
of monarchy it may ever have had. In the war of politics the 
President is a neutral figure, affiliating with no party. 

The Republicans, now completely victorious, and no longer 
merely on the defensive, shortly broke up into numerous groups. 
Ministries changed with great frequency, and it is not in the 
permutations and combinations of politicians that the main sig- 
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nificance of the next period lies, but in the constructive work 
which aimed to consolidate the Republic. Two personalities stand 
out with particular prominence: Gambetta. as president oi-thei 
Ch amber of Deputies, and Jules Ferry, as memher- of several 
ministries and as Iwlce prime minister. The legislation enacted/ 
diiring^flTis period aimed to cIihcTi the victory over the Mon- 
archists and Clericals by making the institutions of France 
thoroughly republican and secular. The seat of government was 
transferred from Versailles, where it had been since 1871, to> 
Paris (1880), and July 14<th, the day of the storming of the 
Bastille, symbol of the triumph of the peojile over the monarchy, 
was declared the national holiday, and was celebrated for the 
first time in 1880 amid great enthusiasm. The riglit of citizens 
freely to hold public meetings as they might wish, and without 
any preliminary permission of the Government, was secured, as 
was also a practically unlimited freedom of the press (1881). 
Municipal councils were once more given the right to elect mayors 
(1882), and their administrative power was greatly augmented 
(1884). This was an enlargement of the sphere of local self- 
government, a great scliool of political training for the people. 
Workingmen were permitted, for the first time, freely to form 
trade unions (1884). Divorce, which Napoleon had introduced 
into the Code, but wliich was abolished in 1814, was restoredj 
in 1884. 

The Republicans were particularly solicitous about education. 
As universal suffrage was the basis of the state, it was con- 
sidered fundamental that the voters should be intelligent. 
cation was regarded as the strongest bulwark of the Republic. 
Several laws were passed, concerning all grades of education, 
but the most important were those concerning primary schools. 
A law of 1881 made, primary education gratuitous; ; ne of. 1882 
made it compulsory between the ages of six and thirteen, and 
later laws made it entirely secular. No religious instruction is 
given in these schools. All teachers are appointed from the 
laity. This system of popular education is one of the great 
creative achievements of the Republic, and one of the most fruit- 
ful. Before the close of the century it had increased the num- 
ber of those in primary schools hy 850,000. Illiteracy dropped 
from 25 per cent, to 4 per cent, for the men, and from 38 per 
cent, to 7 ppr cent, for the women. Large expenditures were 
necessary, to erect schoolhouses and to employ more teachers. 
Twenty-five thousand schoolhouses were built, or rebuilt, at, 
an expense of over 140 million dollars, and the Appropriations 
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for the maintenance, which fell upon the state, — for primary 
education is an affair of the nation, not of the locality, — 
trebled. This legislation was enacted under the vigorous direc- 
tion and inspiration of the Minister of Public Instruction, Jules 
Ferry, and is one of his most enduring titles to fame. Laws were 
^Tso passed concerning secondary, university, and technical edu- 
cation. The Government undertook in this legislation to free 
the schools from all clerical control, on the ground that the 
clergy were enemies of the Republic. Further evidences of this 
anti-clerical feeling arc found in the expulsion of the Jesuits from 
France in 1880, and in the refusal to all unauthorized religious 
orders of the right to maintain schools. Schools might, however, 
be maintained by the secular clergy and by those orders which 
should receive the sanction of the Government, 
r The Republic also entered upon a policy of large expenditures 
[for public works, such as the building of railways, canals, the 
Idredging of harbors and rivers, the erection and equipment of 
(fortresses along the Belgian and German frontiers. 

In 1884 the Constitution was revised in that the principle ofv 
life membership in the Senate was abolished. There were 75 such 
seats. It was provided that, as these scats became vacant, they 
should be filled by the election of ordinary senators, for the 
regular term of nine years. 

^ Under the masterful influence of Jules Ferry, prime minister 
in 1881, and again from 188J to 1885, the Republic embarked 
upon an aggressive colonial policy. She establislied a protector-^ 
ate over Tunis : sent an expedition to Tonkin, to Madagascar; 
founded tlic Preiich Congo. This policy aroused bitter opposi- 
tion from the beginning, and entailed large expenditures, but 
Ferry, regardless of growing opposition, forced it through, in 
the end to his own undoing. His motives in^tlirowing France into 
these ventures were various. Qjqc j^c^i^ojt was^ France 
was feeling the rivalry of Germany and Italy, and Ferry be- 
lieved that she must gain new markets as compensation for those 
she was gradually losing. Again, France would gain in prestige 
abroad, and in her own feeling of contentment, if she turned her 
attention to empire-building and ceased to think morbidly of her 
losses in the German war. Her outlook would be broader. More- 
|over, she could not afford to be passive when other nations about 
!her were reaching out for Africa and Asia. The era of imperial- 
ism had begun. France must participate in the movement or kie 
left hopelessly behind in the rivalry of nations. Under Ferry’s 
resolute leadership the policy of expansion was carried out, and 
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the colonial possessions of France were greatly increased, but 
at the expense of political peace at home. 

THE RISE OF BOULANGISM 

Policies so decided, so far-reaching, so ambitious had many 
enemies — Clericals, Monarchists. Such sweeping undertakings 
as educational reform and empire-building were very expensive. 
The Government gave up all idea of economy, and was forced 
to negotiate new loans, thereby greatly increasing the national 
crebt, and to levy new taxes. Moreover, there was a vigorous 
group of Republicans, the Radicals, whose leader wasNpiemenceau^ 
who denounced these colonial enterprises as involving war, whicli 
they hated, as being an attack upon other peoples who had a 
right to be free, as expensive and therefore an unjustifiable luxury 
for a country that had been through the experience of France, 
and as tending to divert attention from domestic problems, whose 
solution they felt to be urgent. These Radical Republicans de- 
manded the separation of Church and State, the reduction of 
the powers of the Senate, an income tax that wealth might bear 
its ])ropcr proportion of the burdens of the state. The rivalry 
of the Republican factions no^v lost all bounds, and when a false 
rumor reached Paris of a failure of the war in Tonkin, these 
Radicals joined with the Monarchists and Clericals in May 1885 
to overthrow Ferry, one of the strong figures of the Republic’s 
history. Though he had vastly augmented the empire, public 
opinion had been so vehemently aroused by the campaign of attack 
and slander against him that he had become extremely unpopular. 

During the next three years, from 1886 to 1889, the political 
situation was troubled, uncertain, factious, nervous. There was 
no commanding personality in politics to give elevation and sweep 
to men’s ideas. Gambetta had died in 1882 at the age of forty- 
four, and Ferry was most unjustly the victim of obloquy, from 
which he never recovered. Ministries succeeded each other with 
meaningless rapidity. Politics appeared to he merely a petty 
game of getting offices, not of pursuing matured policies of state. 
Tlierc i^vas a great deal of discontent with the RcpubKc. Many’^ 
had been embittered by the policy of secularizing education; 
many by the colonial ventures. The Republic was a parlia- 
mentary republic, and parliamentary institutions were in the 
opinion of many utterly discredited. The incessant changes 
of ministries, the petty and bitter personalities of political life, 
the absence of conspicuous leaders with large i^ieas, renucred 
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France disillusioned and bored. The Republic was spending more 
than its income on the various undertakings described above, and 
deficits were the result, alarming the public mind. Just at this 
time, too, a scandal was unearthed in President Grevy\s own 
household. His son-in-law, Wilson, was found to be using his 
influence for purposes of trafficking in the bestowal of places in 
the Legion of Honor, and as a result, the President, in no sense 
involved, yet defending liis son-in-law, was forced to resign, and 
was succeeded by Carnot, a moderate Republican (December 3, 
1887). Moreover, many believed that as no regime in F'rance for 
a century had outlasted eighteen 3^ears, the Republic would form 
no exception, and the eighteen years were nearly up. 

Such a state of discontent and despondcnc>% justified in part, 
in part fictitious, created a real crisis for the Republic, in which 
its verv life was at stake. If the Parliamentary Republic was 
unable to give a strong and intelligent government, might not 
France welcome a dictator, as she had done in tlie case of two 
previous republics? A person was at hand anxious to serve in 
^this capacity, .( jeneral R ^ulimgcr. A dasliing figure on horse- 
f.back, an attractive s])eaker, General Boulanger sought to use 
'the popular discontent for his oAvn advancement. Mad eJMinister 
Qf_War in 1886, he showed much activity, seeking the favor 
of the soldiers by improving the conditions of life in the barracks, 
and by advocating the reduction of the rccpiired term of service. 
.He controlled several newspapers, which began to insinuate that 
under his leadership France could take her revenge u])on Germany 
bv a successful war u])on that countrv. The scandal of thc^ 
Legion of Honor decorations occurring opportunely, and involv- 
ing the -resignation of the President, encouraged his cainpaign. 
He posed as the rescuer of the Republic, demanding a total re- 
vision of the Constitution. His programme, as announced, wasv 
vague, but probably aimed at the diminutioi. of the importance 
of Parliament, and the conferring of great powers upon the 
President, and his election directlv bv the people, which lie hoped 
would be favorable to himself. For three years liis personality 
was a storm center. Discontented people of the most varied 
shades flocked to his support — M onarch ists, Iipperi^lists^ Clejri- 
cals, hoping to use him to overturn the Republic. Tliese parties 
contributed money to tlie support of his campaign, wliich was 
brilliantly managed, with the view to focusing popular attention 
upon him. To show the popular enthusiasm Boulanger now be- 
came a candidate for Parliament in many districts where vacan- 
cies occurred. ,, In five months (1888) he was elected deputy six 



COLLAPSE OF BOULANGISM 


353 


A se venth election in Paris itself, in January 1889, re- 
sulted in a firilliant triumph. He was elected by over 80,000 
majority. Would he dare to take the final step and attempt 
to seize power, as two Bonapartes had done before him.^ He did 
not have the requisite audacity to try. In the face of this 
imminent danger the Republicans ceased their dissensions and 
stood together. They assumed the offensive. The ministry sum- 
moned Boulanger to apjiear before the Senate, sitting as a High 
Court of Justice, to meet the charge of conspiring against the 
safety of the state. His boldness vanished. He fled from, the 
country to Belgium. He was condemned by the Court in his 
absence. His party fell to pieces, its leader proving so little 
valorous. Two years later lie committed suicide. Tlie Republic 
had weatliered a serious crisis. In the elections to the Chamber 
of Deputies of 1889 the Republicans badly defeated all opponents 
— Monarchists, Imperialists, Boulangists — gaining a majority 
of nearly a hundred and fifty. It was clear that the Republic was 
becoming year by year more solidly established in the devotion 
of the voters. This was shown again still more strongly four 
years later, in the elections of 1898. 

The utter collapse of Boulanger had several important conse- i 
quences. It strengthened the Republic, proved its vitality, and^ 
discredited its opponents. It also discredited the idea of a revi- 
sion of the Constitution. From now on conditions began toj 
improve. The Exposition of 1889 in Paris was a great success/ 
proved to all the world the remarkable recuperation of France, 
and >vas a reminder of the Revolution of 1789, from which the 
country had gained so much. Convinced that the Republic was 
to be permanent and not a transitory phenomenon. Pope Leo XIII 
ordered the bishops to cease their attacks upon it, and in Parlia- 
ment a certain number of Catholic politicians rallied to it. In 
,1891 an alliance W'as made with Russia, which ended the long 
period of diplomatic isolation, served as a counterweight to the 
Triple Alliance of Germany, Austria, and Italy, and satisfied 
the French people, as well as increased their sense of safety and 
^their confidence in the future. In 1892 France entered upon a 
policy®of high tariffs for purposes of protection. 

The Republicans were henceforth in an overwhelming majority, 
but divided into various groups. The Radicals were more 
numerous than before, and a new party appeared, the Socialists, 
with some sixty members. As the Republic was becoming more 
solidly established, it was also becoming more radical. The 
history of the next fifteen years was to be the prqof of this. 
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In .JL894. President Carnot was assassinated. Casimir-Perier 
was chosen to succeed him, but resigned after six months. Felix 
Faurc, a moderate Republican, was chosen to succeed him. Under 
Faure the alliance with Russia was still further strengthened 
and proclaimed. This was the most important fact in the current 
diplomatic history of France, tending to raise her international 
position, and to make her more contented by gratifying her self- 
esteem, and by increasing her sense of security. 

Faure died in office in 1899. Under his presidency (1895- 
1899) the most burning question of internal politics was the 
Dreyfus case, for many years a dominant issue, creating another 
serious crisis for the Republic. An examination of that case is 
essential to an understanding of contemporary French history. 

THE DREYFUS CASE 

In October 1894. Alfred Dreyfu s^ an Alsatian Jew, and a 
captain, in.. .the artill ery, attached to the General Staff, was 
arrested amid circumstances of unusual secrecy, was treated with 
' great harshness, and was brought before a court-martial, where 
he was accused of treason, of transmitting important military 
documents to a foreign power, presumably Germany. The accu- 
sation rested on a document that had come into the possession 
of the War Office, and was soon to be famous as the ‘‘ bordereau,’’ 
a memorandum merely containing a list of several documents said 
to be inclosed. Tlie bordereau bore no address, no date, nor 
signature, but it was declared to be in the known handwriting 
ofDreyfus, Tlie court-martial, acting behind closed doors, founds' 
him guil^, and condemned him to expulsion from the army and 
tp imprisonment for life. In January 1895 he was publicly de-*^ 
.graded in a most dramatic manner in the courtyard of the Mili- 
tary School, before a large detachment of the army. His stripes 
were torn from his uniform, his sword was broken. Throughout 
this agonizing scene he was defiant, asserted his innocence, and 
shouted “ Vive la France! ” He was then deported to a small, 
barren, and unhealthy island off French Gumna, in South America, 
appropriately called Devil’s Islaijd, and was there kept in solitary 
confinement. A life imprisonment under such conditions would 
probably not be long, though it wbuld certainly be horrible. 

No one questioned the justice of the verdict. The opinion was 
practically unanimous that he had received a traitor’s deserts. 
Only the immediate family and circle of Dreyfus maintained that 
a monstrous wrong had been done, and demanded further invest!- 
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gation. Their protests passed unlieeded. Tlie case was con- 
sidered closed. ^ 

It was reopened in_l.&96 by Colonel Picquajjfc, one of the 
youngest and most promising officers in the army, attached since 
June 1895 to the detective bureau, or Intelligence Department 
of the General Staff. In the course of his duties lie had become 
convinced that the “ bordereau ” was not the w ork of Dreyfus, 
.but of a certain Major Esterhazy, who was shortly shown to be 
one of the most abandoned characters in the army. Picquart 
informed his superior, the Minister of War, of this discovery. 
TJie military authorities, instead of investig^ing the matter, not 
wishing to have the case reopened, sent Picquart to Tunis and 
Algtiria, the purpose apparently being to get him out of the way. 
Colonel Henry was appointed to his place. 

By this time the public was becoming interested. Some of the 
documents in the famous case had found their way into print; 
the mysterious elements in the proceedings aroused curiosity and 
some uneasiness. 

Toward the end of 189 7, Scheurer-Kestner, a vice-president 
of the Senate, who had become convinced of the innocence of 
Dreyfus, tried to have the case reopened. His efforts met with 
the blunt statement of the prime minister, IMeline, that the Drey- 
fus case no longer existed, was a chose jugee. But the fact that 
a man of such inij)ortance, and such known integrity of chaHacter 
and mind, as Sclieurer-Kestner, was convinced that a cruel wrong 
had been committed, was of unmistakable consequence. The 
wrath of the anti-Dreyfus party was increased ; criminations and 
recriminations flew back and forth. Race hatred of the Jews, 
zealously fanned for several years by a group of journalists, 
fed the flames. 

^“Esterhazy was now brought before a court-martial, given a 
very travest y of a *t-rial, and triumphantly acquitted, congratu- 
lated, avec emotion,, by the members of the court itself (January 
Vll, 1898). On the next day jC()lonel Picejuart was arrested and 
imprisoned on charges made by Esterhazy. On the day following 
that, January 1 Jth, Emile Zola, the well-known novelist, pub- 
lished a letter of great boldness and brilliancy, in ^vhich he made 
most scathing charges against the judges of both the Dreyfus 
and Esterhazy courts-martial, and practically dared the Gov- 
ernment to prosecute him. His desire was thus to reopen the 
whole Dreyfus question. The Government prosecuted him in a 
trjal..wliich was a parody of justice, secured his condemnation to 
imprisonment and fine, and evaded the question of fDreyfus. The 
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Zola condemnation was later quashed by a liigher court on a mere 
technicality. He was later tried again, and again condemned' 
(July 1898) by default, having fled to London. The Dreyfus 
case had not been reopened. 

Meanwhile, the Melinc ministry liad been overthrown, and the 
Brisson ministry had come into power, with Cavaignac as Min- 
ister of War. On July 7, 1898, Cavaignac . intending to settle 
this troublesome matter once for all, made a speech before the 
Chamber of Deputies, in which, omitting all mention of the 
bordereau, he brought forward three documents as new proofs 
of the guilt of Dreyfus. His speech was so convincing that the 
Chamber, by a vote of five hundred and seventy-two to two, 
ordered that it should be posted in every one of the thirty-six 
thousand communes of France. The victory was overwhelming. 

Immediately, however. Colonel Picquart wrote to Cavaignac* 
that he could prove that the first two documents cited had nothing 
to do with Dreyfus, and that the third was an outright forgery. 
He was rearrested. It was immediately after this that Zola was 
condemned for the second time, as stated above. 

Events now took a most sensational turn. At the end of 
August the newspapers of Paris contained the announcement 
that Colonel Henry had confessed that he liad forged the docu-* 
ment which Picquart had declared was a forgery and tliat then 
he had committed suicide. Cavaignac resigned, maintaining, how- 
ever, that the crime of Henry did not prove the innocence of 
Dreyfus. 

The public was vastly disturbed by these events. Why was 
there any need of new proof to establish Dreyfus’s guilt, and 
if the new proof was the work of crime, what about the original 
proof, the famous bordereau? At this juncture tlie case was 
referred to the Court of Cassation, the highest court in France. 
While it was deliberating, tlie President, Fa ure, known as an anti- 
Dreyfusite, died suddenly under somewhat mysterious circum- 
stances, and on February 18, 1899, Emile Loubet, known to be 
favorable to a reopening of the question, was chosen as his 
successor. 

Sensations showed no signs of abating. On June 2nd; Esterv 
hazy, who had fled to England, announced that he had himself 
written the bordereau. The enemies of Dreyfus now asserted that 
he had simply been bribed by the Dreyfus party to make this 
declaration. On the next day the Court of Cassation annulled'^ 
the decision of the court-martial of 1894, and ordered that Drey- 
fus be tried ugain before a court-martial at Rennes, Dreyfus 
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was brought from Devil’s Island, and his second ^rial began in 
August 189§,. 

This new trial was conducted in tlic midst of the most excited 
state of the public mind in France, and of intense interest abroad. 
Party passions were inflamed as they had not been in France 
since the Commune. The supporters of Dreyfus were denounced 
frantically as slanderers of the honor of the army, the very 
bulwark of the safety of the country, as traitors to France. 

At the Rennes tribunal, Dreyfus encountered the violent hos- 
tility of the higli army officers, who had been his accusers five 
years before. These men were desperatelv resolved that he should 
again be found guilty. The trial was of an extraordinary char- 
acter. It was the evident purpose of the judges not to allow 
the matter to be thoroughly probed. Testimony, which in Elng- 
land or America would have been considered absolutely vital, was 
barred out. The universal opinion outside France was. as was 
stated in the London TinieSy that the whole case against Captain 
Dreyfus, as set forth by the heads of the French army, in plain 
combination against him, was foul with forgeries, lies, contradic- 
tions and puerilities, and that nothing to justify his condem- 
nation liad been shown.” 

Nevertheless, the court, by a vote of five to two, declared him 
guilty, with extenuating circumstances,” an amazing verdict. 
It is not generally held that treason to one’s country can plead 
A extenuating circumstances. The court condemned him to ten 
years’ iinprisomiient, from which the years spent at Devil’s Island 
might be deducted. Thus the honor ” of the army had been 
maintained. 

''v President TiOubet immediately pardoned Dreyfus, and he was 
released, broken in health. This solution was satisfactory to 
neither side. The anti-Dreyfusites vented their rage on Loubet. 
On the other hand, Dreyfus demanded exoneration, a recognition^, 
of his innocence, not pardon. 

But the Government was resolved that this discussion, which 
had so frightfully torn French society, should cease. Against 
the opposition of the Dreyfusites, it passed, in 1900, an amnesty 
for all 4;hose implicated in the notorious case, which meant that 
no legal actions could be brought against any of the participants 
on either side. The friends of Dreyfus, Zola, and Picquart pro- 
tested vigorously against the erection of a barrier against their 
vindication. The bill, nevertheless, passed. 

, Six years later, however, the Dreyfus party attained its vin- 
dication. Tlie revision of the wliole case was submitted to the 
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Court of Cassation. On July 12, 1906, that body quashed the.' 
verdict of tlie Rennes court-martial. It declared that the charges 
which had been brought against Dreyfus had no foundation, tliat 
the bordereau was the work of Esterhazy, that another document 
of importance was a forgery, that tlie Rennes court-martial had 
been guilty of gross injustice in refusing to hear testimony that 
would have established the innocence of the accused. The case 
was not to be submitted to another military tribunal but was 
closed. 

The Government now restored Captain Dreyfus to his rank 
in the army, or rather, gave him the rank of major, allowing him 
to count to that end the whole time in which he had been un- 
justly deprived of his standing. On July 21, 1906, he was in-, 
vested with a decoration of the Legion of Honor in the very 
courtyard of the Military School, where eleven years before he 
had been so dramatically degraded. Colonel Picquart was pro-, 
moted brigadier-general, and shortly became Minister of War. 
Zola had died in 1903, but in 1908 his body Avas transferred to** 
the Pantheon, as symbolizing a kind of civic canonization. Thus 
ended the “ Affair.” 

The Dreyfus case, originally simply involving the fate of an 
alleged traitor, had soon acquired a far greater significance. 
Party and personal ambitions and interests sought to use it for 
purposes of their own, and thus the question of legal right and 
wrong was woefully distorted and obscured. Tlie Anti-Scmitesi< 
used it to inflame the people against the Jews. They won the 
support of the Clericals, ingeniously suggesting that the so- 
called anti-religious legislation of the Third Republic, particu- 
larly that establishing secular education, was really the work of 
the Jews, influencing politicians by their money, and that the 
Jews were now getting control of the army, and that Dre yfus 
himself showed how they would use it for traitorous ])urposes. 
Furtlier, reactionaries of all kinds joined the anti-Dreyfus party:' 
Monarchists, anxious to discredit tlie Republic, that tlius they 
might profit; so-called Nationalists, anxious to change the gov- 
ernment along the lines of Boulangism and to adopt a vigoi'ous 
foreign policy. On the other hand, there rallied to the' defense 
of Dreyfus those who believed in his innocence, those who de- 
nounced the hatred of a race as a relic of barbarism, those who 
believed that the military should be subordinate to the civil 
authority and should not regard itself above the law, as these 
army officers were doing; all who believed that the whole opposi- 
tion was merely conducting an insidious, covert, dangerous attack 
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upon the Republic, and all who believed that clerical influence 
should be kept out of politics. 

THE SEPARATION OF CHURCH AND STATE 

One result of the Dreyfus agitation was the creation in the 
Chamber of Deputies of a strong coalition, called the 
which consisted of the Radi cal Repu blican and Soci alist par ties. 
This coalition was destined to control the government for 
many years. Its first conspicuous head was Walcleck-Rousseauy 
a leader of the Parisian bar, a former follower of Gambetta. In 
October 1900, Waldeck-Rousseau, tlien prime minister, made a 
speech at Toulouse wliich resounded throughout France and which 
foreshadowed a policy of great significance. The real peril con- 
fronting France, he said, arose from the growing power of reli^ 
gioiis orders — orders^ of monks and nuns. “ In this country, 
whose moral unity has for centuries constituted its strength and 
greatness, two classes of young people are growing up ignorant of 
each other until the day when they meet, so unlike as to risk not 
comprehending one another. Such a fact is explained only by the 
existence of a })ower which is no longer even occult, and by the 
constitution in the state of a rival power.” By which was meant 
that tlie youth of France were growing up, divided into two 
classes, wliose outlook upon life, wliose mental processes, w’^hose 
opinions concerning politics and morals were so widely at variance 
that the moral unity of the nation was destroyed. And the 
cause of tliis was the astonishing and dangerous growth in recent 
years of religious orders or Congregations, whose influence upon 
a considerable and increasing section of the young was highly 
harmful. Here was a power that was a rival of the State. 
Waldeck-Rousseau pointed out that these orders, not authorized 
under tlie laws of France, w^ere growing rapidly in wealth and 
numbers; that between 1877 and 1900 the number of nuns had 
increased from 14,000 to 75,000 in orders not authorized; that 
the monks numbered about 190,000; that their property, held 
in mainmorte, estimated at about 50,000,000 francs in the middle 
of the century, had risen to 700,000,000 in 1880, and was more 
than a billion francs in 1900, This vast absorption of wealth, 
thus withdrawn from circulation, w^as an economic danger of 
the first importance. But the most serious feature was the 
activity of these orders in teaching and preaching. Waldeck- 
Rousseau believed that the education they gave was„ permeated 
wHh a jspirit of hostility to the Republic; that the traditional 
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hostility of the Roman Catholic Church to liberty was inculcateiJ ; 
that this Roman spirit was a menace in a country that believed 
in liberty; that it constituted a political danger to the State 
which Parliament must face; that to preserve the Republic de- 
fensive measures must be taken. Holding this opinion, the 
Waldeck-Rousseau ministry secured the passage, .July 1, 1901/ 
of thef^J^aw; of Associations^ which provided, among other things, 
that no religious orders should exist in France without definite 
authorization in each case from Parliament. It was the belief 
of the authors of this bill that the Roman Catholic Church was 
the enemy of the Republic, that it was using its every agency 
against the Republic, that it had latterly supported the anti- 
Dreyfus party in its attempt to discredit the institutions of 
France, as it had done formerly under Mac^Mahon. Gambetta 
had, at that time, declared that the enemy was the clerical party. 
“ Clm^icalism,” said Combes, who succeeded VValdeck-Rousseau 
in 1902, ‘^is 3 in fact, to be found at the bottom of every agita- 
tion and every intrigue from which Republican France has suf- 
fered during the last thirty-five years.” 

Animated with this feeling the Associations Law was enforced 
with rigor in 1902 and 1903. Many orders refused to ask for 
authorization from Parliament; many which asked were refused. 
Tens of thousands of monks and nuns were forced to leave their 
institutions, which were closed. By a law of 1904 it was pro-v 
vided that all teaching by religious orders, even by those author- 
ized, should cease within ten years. The State was to have a’ 
mpiiopoly of the education of the young, in the interest of the 
ideals of liberalism it represented. Combes, upon whom fell the' 
execution of this law, suppressed about five hundred teaching, 
preaching, and commercial orders. This policy was vehemently 
denounced by Catholics as persecution, as an infringement upon 
liberty, the liberty to teach, the liberty of parents to have their 
children educated in denominational schools if they preferred. 

This, as events were to prove, was only preliminary to a far 
greater religious struggle which ended in the complete separation 
of Church and State, the disestablishment of the former, the 
laicization of the latter. 

The relations of the Roman Catholic Church and the State 
down to 1905 were determined by the Concordat, concluded be- 
tween Napoleon I and Pius VII in 1801, and put into force in 
1802. The Concordat provided that the archbishops and bishops 
should be appointed by the State with the consent of the Pope; 
that the bishops should appoint the priests, but only with the 
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consent of the Government ; that the State sliould pay the 
salaries of the clergy, both priests and bishops, who thus became 
a part of the administrative system of the country. Ecclesiatical 
property, cathedrals, parish churches, residences of bishops and 
priests, and seminary buildings had all been declared the property 
of the nation in 1789, and still remained such, but these buildings 
were to be placed at the disposal of the clergy. Thus the Church 
was harnessed to the State, which had extensive power over it. 

This system remained undisturbed throughout the nineteenth 
century, under the various regimes, but with the advent of the 
Third Republic serious friction began to develop. The Repub- 
licans believed in the thorough secularization of tlie State, and 
they were resolved that the clergy should not use their power 
over men’s minds and consciences in opposition to the acts or 
principles of the Republic. In their determination to abolish 
ecclesiastical influence in the State, many measures were passed, 
between 1881 and 1908; schools were made undenominational, no 
clergyman might teach in them, no religious exercises might be 
conducted in them ; j)rayers at the sessions of Parliament were 
abolished; hospitals were made secular; divorce, which had been 
abolished in 1811, was restored, and, as just described, the 
religious orders were brought into subjection to the State, and, 
indeed, largely dispersed. These acts were partly the reply of 
the Republicans to the anti-republican activit}^ of the ecclesiatics 
which ran through the whole thirty years, partly the cause of 
that activity. The clergy were not friendly to the Republicj 
from which they drew their salaries. This is unquestionable. 
The Pope himself recognized it when, in 1898, he urged the clergy 
I to accept the Republic as their lawful government. Many Re- 
publicans were not only intent upon maintaining the Republic, 
but were anxious to undermine religion, considering it an obstacle 
in the way of progress, of civilization. Rut many who were not 
opposed to religion believed that religion did not concern the 
State, but was a private matter. They held that the State had 
no right to tax people for the support of a Church in which 
many had no belief or interest; that the State had no right to 
favor c«ie denomination over another or over all others; that it 
must, in justice to all its citizens, be purely secular, entirely 
neutral toward all creeds and churches. 

There was ceaseless friction, then, for thirty years between 
Church and State. The opposition of the Republicans was aug- 
mented by tlie activity of the clergy in the Dreyfus affair. Diplo- 
matic incidents, in themselves of comparatively slight importance, 
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brought matters to a head. In April 1904 the President of/ 
iFrance, Loubet, went to Rome to render a visit to Victor Em- 
Imanuel III, a “ usurper ” in the eyes of the Pope. Tlic latter 
protested to the Catholic powers of Europe against wliat he 
called “ a grave offense to the Sovex-eign Pontiff.” The French 
in turn resented what they i-egarded as an impertinent inter- 
ference with their conduct of their foreign I’elations. Other 
distui’bing incidents followed. These incidents did not cause the 
rupture; they merely furnished the occasion. 

Ever since June 190J, a parliamentary committee liad been 
studying the problem and trying to draft a measure of separa- 
tion of Church and State. A law was finally passed, December 9, 
1905, Avhich abrogated the Concordat of 1801. The State was 
henceforth not to pay the salaries of the clergy; on the other, 
hand, it relinquished all rights over their appointment. It under-' 
took to pay pensions to clergymen who had served many years,! 
and wore already well advanced in age; also to pay certain 
amounts to those who had been in the priesthood for a few years 
only. In I’egard to the pi’operly, which, si/ice 1789, liad been^ 
vested in the nation, the cathedx'als, churches, cha])els, it was 
pi’ovided that these should still be at the free disposal of the 
Roman Catholic Church, but that they should be held and man- 
aged by so-called ^^Associations of Worship” {associaiions 
cidtiielles)^ which wei’c to vary in size according to the popula- 
tion of the community. 

The law contained many provisions designed to ])revent these 
I associations from amassing more than a given small amount of 
j wealth by legacies, gifts, or otherwise; and to ])revent the clergy, 
Snow cut off from all official connection with the State, from using 
’their influence against the Republic. The Church must not be- 
come too powerful. It was stated that the property tlius to be 
left in the hands of tlie associations amounted to over a hundred 
million dollars. Tlie disestablished Churcli would not have to 
make this enormous expenditure for the construction of new 
places of worship. A year was given for the making of tlie 
necessary arrangements.^ 

This law was not universally condemned by tlie Catlfolics of 
Prance. Many believed that the Church sliould adapt itself to 
it, at least provisionally. Seventy-four bishops decided to give it 

1 The Separation I.aw ap])licd also to Protestant and Jewish churchcvS, 
separating them from all connection with the State, discontinuing payment 
by the State of the salaries of their clergymen. These sects were in favor 
of the Jaw. t 
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a trial if a certain alteration could be made in the character 
of the Associations of Worship. 

It is probable that this chancre would have been conceded by 
the Government, but this was not to be tested^ for Pope Pius X 
condemned tlie law of 1905 unreservedly. He declared that the 
fundamental principle of separation of Cliurch and State is “ an 
absolutely false thesis, a very pernicious error.” He denounced 
the Associations of Worsliip as ^ving the administrative control, 
not “ to the divinely instituted hierarchy, but to an association 
of laymen,” and declared that this was a violation of the prin- 
ciple on which rested the Church which “ was founded by Jesus 
Christ.” 

The Pope’s decision was final and decisive for all Catholics. 
It was based on fundamentals. No clianfje in details could alter 
it. The bishops who had been willing to try the new law 
acquiesced in its condemnation. What would Parliament do 
about it? The year was running out. Would the churches be 
closed? If so, would not France be drawn into a lamentable 
religious war, the outcome of which no one could foretell? The 
Government was determined to avoid that contingency. The 
Minister of Public Worsliip, Briand, decided to apply to the situ- 
ation a law passed in 1881 regulating the holding of public meet- 
ings. Designed for secular meetings, there was nothing to prevent 
its being applied to religious. It was therefore announced that 
priests might make use of the churches after merely filing the 
usual application, which should cover a whole year. This com- 
promise also was rejected by the Pope. 

Parliament therefore passed a new law, promulgated January 
, 2 , 1907. By It most of the privileges guaranteed the Roman 
Catholic Church by the Law of 1905 were abrogated. The 
critical point was the keeping of the churches open for public^ 
'‘Worship. It was provided that their use should be gratuitous,, 
and should be regulated by contracts between the priests, and; 
the prefects or mayors. These contracts would safeguard the 
civil ownership of tlie buildings, but worship would go on in them 
as before. This system gradually gained lodgment in the life 
of Frajice. 

The result of this series of events and measures was this; 
Church and State were definitively separated. The people ap- 
parently approved in subsequent elections the policy followed by 
vtheir Government. Bishops and priests no longer receive salaries 
from the State. On tlie other hand tliey have liberties which 
they did not enjoy under the Concordat, suclu as rights of 
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assembly and freedom from governmental participation in ap- 
pointhicnts. The faithful must henceforth support their priests, 
and bear the expenses of the Church. The churches have 
ifeeen left them by this practical but irrational device. Other 
ecclesiastical buildings, such as the palaces of bishops, the 
rectories of priests, and tlie edifices of theological seminaries, 
have been taken from ecclesiastical control, and are now used for 
educational or charitable purposes, or as government offices. The 
former palace of the Archbishop of Paris was forthwith occupied 
by the Minister of Labor. The famous seminary of St. Sulpice 
was for some time used in connection witli the Luxembourg 
Museum.^ 

“ By this separation of church and state,” says Seignobos, 
France broke with the European tradition of concordats, by 
which the state officiall}^ rec 0 gni 7 .es religion; she adopted the 
American system which leaves the churches to be organized by 
-private initiative. This was a revolution in the ecclesiastical 
regime of France.” 

ACQUISITION OF COLONIES IN THE NINETEENTH 

CENTURY 

France, in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, had pos- 
sessed an extensive colonial empire. This she had lost to Eng- 
land as a result of the wars of the reign of Louis XV, the 
Revolution, and the Napoleonic period, and in 1815 her posses->^ 
sions had shrunk to a few small points, G uadaloup e and Mar- 
itiniflue in the West Indies, St. Pierre and Miquelon, off Newfound- 
jland, five towns on the coast of India, of which Pondicherry was 
‘ the best known, Bourbon, now called Reunion, an island in the 
Indian Ocean, Guiana in South America, which had few inhabi- 
tants, and Senegal in Africa. These were simply melancholy 
souvenirs of her once proud past, rags and tatters of a once 
imposing empire. 

In the nineteenth century she was destined to begin again, and 
to create an empire of vast geographical extent, only second 
in importance to that of Great Britain, though vastly inferior 
to that. The interest in conquests revived but slowly aftel* 1815. 
France had conquered so much in Europe from 1792 to 1812, 

1 See the admirable and detailed article by Professor Othon Guerlac 
in Political Science Quarterly, June 1908, entitled, “ Churcji and State in 
France.” The best and fullest account of this subject is to be found in 
Debidour, U6glise catholique et V^tat soue la troisUme r^puhlique, Vol. II, 
231-498. Most qf the important documents are appended. 
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only to lose it as she had lost her colonies, that conquest in any 
form seemed but a futile and costly display of misdirected enter- 
prise. Nevertheless, in time the process began anew, and each 
of the various regimes which have succeeded one another since 
1815 has contributed to the building of the new empire. 

Tlie beginning jy^^dc ,iii.. the northern coast 

of Africa, directly opposite France, and reached now in less 
tlian twenty-four hours from Marseilles. Algeria was nominally 
a part of the Turkish Empire, but the power of the Sultan was 
insignificant. A native Dey was tlie real ruler. The population 
consisted of Arabs, a nomadic and pastoral people, descendants 
of the Arabian conquerors of the seventh centurj^, and of Berbers, 
an agricultural people, descendants of the natives who, more than 
twenty centuries before, had fought the Carthaginians. All the 
people were Mohammedans. The capital was an important town, 
Algiers. 

Down to the opening of the nineteenth century Algeria, Tunis, 
and Tripoli, nominally parts of the Ottoman Empire, were in 
reality independent, and constituted the Barbary States, whose 
main business was piracy. But Europe was no longer disposed 
to see her wealth seized and her citizens enslaved until she paid 
their ransom. In 1816 an English fleet bombarded Algiers, re- 
leased about 3,000 Christian captives, and destroyed piracy. 

The French coiujuest of Algeria grew^ out of a dispute con- 
cerning a loan made by the Dey to the Directory in 1797. This 
dispute ended in insults by the Dey to France, with the result 
that in IStlO the latter power sent a fleet of a hundred ships, and 
five hundred transports across the Mediterranean, and seized the 
capital. France had not intended the conquest of the w^hole coun- 
try, only the punishment of an insolent Dey, but attacks being 
made upon her from time to time, which she felt she niiist crush, 
she was led on, stc})'by step, until she had everywhere established 
her power. All through the reign of liOuis Philippe this process 
was going on. Its chief feature was an intermittent struggle 
of fourteen years with a native leader, Abd-el-Kader, wdio pro- 
claimed and fought a Holy Wiir against the intruder. In the 
end (1847) he was forced to surrender, and France had added 
what is still her most important colony. This is also another 
episode in the dismemberment of the Turkish Empire, whose 
disintegration in Europe, in the Balkan peninsula, is elsew4iere 
described. 

Under Napoleon III, the beginning of conquest in another 
part of Africa was made. France had possessed, kince the time 
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of Louis XIII and Richelieu, one or two miserable ports on the 
western coast, St. Louis the most important. Under Napo- 
leon III, the annexation of the Senegal valley was largely carried 
through by the efforts of the governor, Faidherbe, who later 
distinguished himself in the Franco-German war. Under Napo- 
leon III, also, a beginning was made in another part of the 
world, in Asia. The persecution of Christian natives, and the 
murder of certain French missionaries gave Napoleon the pre- 
text to attack the king of Annam, whose kingdom was in the 
peninsula that juts out from southeastern Asia. After eight 
years of intermittent fighting France acquired from the king 
the whole of Cochin-China (1858—67), and also established a pro- 
tectorate aver the kingdom of Cambodia, directly north. 

Thus, by 1870, France liad staked out an empire of about 
700,000 square kilometers, containing a population of about 
six million. 

Under the present Republic the work of expansion and consoli- 
dation has been carried mucli furtlier than under all of the pre- 
ceding regimes. There have been extensive annexations in 
northern Africa, western Africa, the Indian Ocean, and in Indo- 
China. 

In northern Africa, Tunis has passed under the control of 
France. This was one of tlie Barbary states, and was nominally 
a part of the Turkish Empire, wuth a Bey as sovereign. After 
establishing herself in Algeria, France desired to extend her 
influence eastward, over tliis neighboring state. But Italy, now 
united, began about 1870 to entertain a similar ambition. 
France, therefore, under the ministry of Jules Ferry, an ardent 
believer in colonial expansion, sent troops into Tunis in 1881, 
which forced the Bey to accept a French protectorate over his 
state. The French have not annexed Tunis formally, but they 
control it absolutely through a Resident at the court of the Bey, 
whose advice the latter is practically obliged to follow. 

In western Africa, F'rance has made extensive annexations 
in the Senegal, Guinea, Dahomey, the Ivory Coast, and the region 
of the Niger, and north of the Congo. By occupying the oases 
in the Sahara she has established Iier claims to that Vast but 
hitherto unproductive area. This process has covered many 
years of the present Republic. The result is the existence of 
French authority over most of northwest Africa, ^froin Algeria 
on the Mediterranean, to the Congo river. This region south 
of Algeria is called the French Soudan, and comprises an area 
seven or eight times as large as France, with a population of 
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some fourteen millions, mainly blacks. There is some discussion 
of a Trans-Saharan railroad to bind these African possessions 
more closely together. 

In Asia, the Republic has imposed her protectorate over the 
kingdom of Annam (1883) and has annexed Tonkin, taken from 
China after considerable fighting (1885). In the Indian Ocean, 
she has conquered Madagascar, an island larger than France 
lierself, with a population of two and a lialf million. A pro- 
tectorate was imposed upon that country in 1895, after ten 
years of disturbance, but after quelling a rebellion that broke 
out the following year, the protectorate was abolished, and the 
island was made a French colony. 

Thus, at the opening of the twentieth century, the empire 
of France was eleven times larger than France itself, had an 
area of six million square kilometers, and a population of about 
fifty millions, and a rapidly growing commerce. Most of this 
empire is located in the tropics, an^ is ill adapted to the settle- 
ment of Eui'opeans. Algeria and Tunis, however, offer conditions 
favorable for such settlements. They constitute the most valu- 
able French })ossessions. Algeria is not considered a colony, 
but an integral part of France, It is divided into three depart- 
ments, each of which sends one senator and two deputies to the 
chambers of the French Parliament. 

V On March 30, 1912, France established a protectorate over 
Morocco. For several years the status of that country Inid been 
one of the contentious j)roblems of international politics. France 
had desired to gain control of it in order to round out her empire 
in northwestern Africa. In 1904 slie had made an agreement 
with England whereby a far-reaching diplomatic revolution in 
kmrope was inaugurated. This was largely the work of Theo- 
phile Minister of Foreign Affairs for seven } ?ars, from 

1898^t Q 1 9Q5^ one of the ablest statesmen the Third Republic has 
produced. Delcasse believed that France would be able to follow 
a more inde})cndent and self-respecting foreign policy, one freer 
from German domination and intimidation, if her relations with 
Italy and England, severely strained for many years, largely 
owing iK) colonial rivalries and jealousies, could be made cordial 
and friendly. This he was able to accomplish by arranging a| 
treaty of commerce favorable to Italy and by promising Italy a,* 
free hand in Tripoli and receiving from her the assurance thatj; 
she would do" nothing to hamper French policy in Morocco, a| 
country of special significance to France because of her posses-^,] 
sion of Algeria. ® ^ 
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More important was the reconciliation with England. The 
relations of these two neighbors had long been difficult and, at 
times, full of danger. Indeed, in 1898 they had stood upon the/" 
very brink of war when a French expedition under Marchand 
had crossed Africa and hacLjseized Fashoda on the Upper Nile 
in the sphere of influence which Great Britain considered em- 
phatically hers. The F^ishoda incident ended in tlie withdrawal 
of the French before tlic resolute attitude of England. The 
lesson of this incident was not lost upon either power, and six 
years later, on April 8, 1901, they signed an agreement which 
not only removed the sources of friction between tliern once for 
all, but which established what came to be known as the Entente 
Cordiale, destined to great significance in the future. By this 
agreement France recognized England’s special interests in/ 
Egypt and abandoned her long-standing demand that England 
should set a date for the cessation of her “ occupation ” of that 
country. On the other hand, England recognized the special^ 
interests of France in Morocco and promised not to impede their 
development. 

' One power empliatically objected to the determination of the 
fate of an independent country by these two powers alone. Ger- 
many challenged this agreement and asserted that sl\e must her- 
self be consulted in such matters; that her rivals liad no right 
by themselves to preempt those regions of the world which might 
still be considered fields for European colonization or control. 
German interests must be considered quite as much as French 
or English. 

Germany’s peremptory attitude precipitated an international 
crisis and led to tlie international Conference of Algeciras in 
1906, which was, however, on the *^iole a victory for France, 
‘'acknowledging the primacy of her interests in Morocco. As 
France proceeded to strengthen her position there in the succeed- 
ing years, Germany issued another challenge in sending 

a gunboat to Aga^r, thus creating another crisis, which for a 
time threatened a European w^ar. In the end, however, Germany/ 
recognized the position of France, but only after the latter had 
ceded to her extensive territories in Kamerun and the 'French 
Congo. For several years, therefore, Morocco was a danger/ 
spot in international politics, exerting a disturbing influence upon 
the relations of European powers to each other, particularly 
those of France and Germany. Finally, however, the indepen- 
dence of Morocco disappeared and the country was practically 
incorporated in the colonial empire of France. 



CHAPTER XIX 


THE KINGDOM OF ITALY 

Thk Kingdom of Italy, as we liave seen, was established in 
1859 and 1860, Venetia was acquired in 1866, and Rome in 1870. 
In these cases, as in the preceding, the people were allowed to 
express their wishes by a vote, which, in both instances, was 
nearly unanimous in favor of the annexation ; in the former case 
by about 647,000 votes to 60; in the latter by about 130,000 
to 1,500. 

The new kingdom had to face problems of the gravest and 
most varied character, problems which the struggle for unity, 
so absorbing, had obscured, but which now appeared in all their 
saliency. Tolitical unity had been gained, but not moral unity. 
“We have’united Italy,” said D’Azeglio in 1861, “now let us 
unite Italians,” by which was meant that peoples differing in 
their historical evolution, in their institutions, in their economic 
life, in their temperaments, which had for centuries regarded 
eacli other with indifference or animosity, must be made to feel 
that they were one. These peoples had never been united since 
the fall of Rome, and Venetians, Sicilians, Tuscans, Romans, 
Piedmontese, differed profoundly. The contrast was sharpest 
between the north and the south. They were like two different 
countries. To harmonize north and south, said Cavour, is 
harder than fighting, with Austria or struggling with Home.” A 
fusion of such dissimilar elements could only be slowly achieved, 
and must be the result of many forces. But it must imperatively 
be the first object of Italian statesmen to create a common pa- 
triotism, and mutual interests. 

Since 1815 there had been several states, each with its own 
government, its own diplomatic corps, its own courts, system of 
taxation, its own tariff, and coinage. This variety could not 
be preserved in the new kingdom, wliich was not a federal state, 
like Germany,, but a single government, unitary. Only one sec- 
tion had had training in })arlianicntary government. Piedmont, 
and that only since 1848. The others had been under despotisms, 
severe as in Naples, enlightened as in Tuscany. Piedmont had 
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accomplished the great work of unification, 3 ’^et it was not, like 
Prussia, larger than all the other states combined, but was a 
mere fraction of four or five millions out of twenty-two or more. 
It could not, therefore, impose its will upon the others as Prussia 
could upon Germany. Could elements so dissimilar, men so 
little likely to understand each other’s point of view, so little 
dominated by tlie same ideals, work together effectively? Might 
they not tear down tlie wliole edifice, tlie mere shell of wliich had 
been so painfully erected? Now that Italv was united, it must 
'be thoroughly transformed that it might continue. ‘‘Unify to 
improve,” said Cavour, “ improve to consolidate.” A work of 
organization, so vast and varied, would need, not \"ears, but 
^generations. In 1870, after the fall of Rome, Victor Emmanuel 
showed that he understood the situation. “ Italy is united and 
free ; it remains for us henceforth to make her great and happy.” 
This was the programme of the Government. 

This work, begun in 18(51, has continued ever since, marked by 
notable achievements, bv distressing failures, but, on the whole, 
by distinct and great progress. Onl}^ certain features of the 
later story can be indicated here. 

The work of construction was undertaken earnestly. In 1861 
the Constitution of Piedmont was ado])ted, with slight varia- 
tions, as the Constitution of Italy. Tliere was to be a parlia- 
ment of two chambers, a Senate and a Chamber of I)e])uties. 
The suffrage for the latter was to be the same as it had been for 
the Lower House in Piedmont. Tlie full parliamentary system 
was introduced, ministers representing the will of the Lower 
Chamber and controlled by if, legislation enacted by the two 
Houses. The first capital was Turin, then Florence in 1865, 
and finally Rome, since 1871. The kingdom was divided for 
administrative purposes into fifty-nine districts, resembling the 
French de])artments, which were increased ‘ to sixty-nine after 
the annexation of Venctia and Rome. This broke uy) the old 
provincial lines, centralized the state, by giving the appointment 
of all prefects and mayors of cities to the national government, 
tended to destroy the s})irit of local individuality, and to exalt 
Italy and Italian patriotism. ’ 

The most perplexing question confronting the new kingdom 
concerned its relations to the Papacy. The Italian Kingdom 
had seized, by violence, the city of Rome, over which the Popes 
had ruled in uncontested right for a thousand years. Rome had 
this peculiarity^ over all other cities, that it was the capital of 
Catholics the^^world over. Any attempt to expel the Pope from 
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the city or to subject him to the House of Savoy would every- 
where arouse the faithful, already clamorous, and might cause 
an intervention in behalf of the restoration of the temporal 
power. There were henceforth to be two sovereigns, one tem- 
poral, one spiritual, within the same city. The situation was 
absolutely unique and extremely delicate. It was considered 
necessary to determine their relations before the government was 
transferred to Rome. It was impossible to reach any agreement 
with the Pope, as he refused to recognize the Kingdom of Italy, 
but spoke of Victor Emmanuel simply as the King of Sardinia, 
and would make no concessions in regard to his own rights in 
Rome. Parliament, therefore, passed in Florence, May 13, 1871, 
the Law of Papal Guarantees, a remarkable act defining the, 
relations of Church and State in Italy. 

The object of this law was to carry out Cavour’s principle of 
a free Church in a free State,” to reassure Catholics that the 
new kingdom had no intention of controlling in any way the 
spiritual activities of the Pope, thougli taking from him his 
temporal powers. Catholics must feel tliat the Pope was no 
creature of the Italian government, but had entire liberty of 
action in governing the Church. Consequently his person is 
declared sacred and inviolable. Any attacks u})on him are, by 
this law, to be punished exactly as are similar attacks upon the 
King. He has his own diplomatic corps, and receives diplomatic 
representatives from other countries. He has his court, the 
Curia Roniana, as the King has his. Tliat he may communicate 
with the outside world directly, and not through agencies con- 
trolled by the Kingdom, he has his own independent postal and 
telegraph service. Certain places are set apart as entirely under 
his sovereignty: the Vatican, the Lateran, Castel Gandolfo, and 
their gardens. Here no Italian official may enter, in his official 
capacity, for Italian law and administration stop outside these 
limits. A similar exemption holds wherever a conclave or a 
church council is held. In return for the income lost with the 
temporal power, the Pope is granted 3,225,000 francs a year by 
the Italian Kingdom. This law has been faithfully observed by 
the Italian government. But neither Pius IX, nor any of his 
successors has been willing to accept it. The Pope considers 
himself the prisoner of the Vatican,” and since 1870 has not 
left it to go into the streets of Rome, as he would thereby be 
tacitly recognizing the existence of another ruler there, the 
usurper.” The Pope has never accepted the annuity. For 
many years Catholics were forbidden to vote in natipnal elections, 
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or to accept national offices, as that would be a recognition that 
an Italian nation existed. They might vote in municipal elec- 
tions, Municipalities existed long before the Kingdom. 

The Pope has never recognized the existence of the kingdom, 
and the solution of the question of the relations of the Church 
and the State seems as remote as ever. The statement of Victor 
Emmanuel on entering the city as sovereign, July 2, 1871, still 
describes the situation. “ Yes, we are in Rome, and we shall 
remain.” The Italian Government has never feared the Pope, 
but it did for several years fear an intervention of Catholic 
powers, a danger wliicli, with the lapse of time, lias practically 
disappeared. 

Another difficult problem for the Kingdom was its financial 
status. The debts of the dilTerent states were assumed by it and 
were large. The nation was also obliged to make large expen- 
ditures on the army and the navy, on fortifications, and on public 
works, particularly on the building of railways, wliich were 
essential to the economic [irosperity of the country as well as 
conducive to the strengtliening of the sense of common national- 
ity, There were, for several years, large annual deficits, neces- 
sitating new loans, which, of course, augmented the public debt. 
Heroically did successive ministers seek to make both ends meet, 
not shrinking from new and unpopular taxes, or from the seizure 
and sale of monastic lands. Success was finally achieved, and in 
1879 the receipts exceeded the expenditures. 

In 1878 Victor Emmanuel II died and was buried in the 
Pantheon, one of the few ancient buildings of Rome. Over 
his tomb is the inscription, ‘‘ To the Father of his Country.” 
He was succeeded by his son, IJUimbert-I^ then thirty-four years 
of age. A month later l^ius IX died, and was succeeded by 
Leo XIII, at the time of his election sixty-eight years of age. 
But nothing was changed by this change of personalities. Each 
maintained the system of his predecessor. Leo XIII, Pope from 
1878 to 190J, following the })recedent set by Pius IX, never 
recognized the Kingdom of Italy, nor did he ever leave the 
Vatican. He, too, considered himself a prisoner of the robber 
king.” 

Another urgent problem confronting the new kingdom was that 
of the education of its citizens. This was most imperative if 
the masses of the people were to be fitted for the freer and more 
responsible life opened by the political revolution. The pre- 
ceding governments had grossly neglected this duty. In 1861'^ 
over seventy-fiye per cent, of the population of the Kingdom were 
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illiterate. In Naples and Sicily, the most backward in develop- 
ment of all the sections of Italy, tlie number of illiterates 
exceeded ninety per cent, of the population ; and in Piedmont 
and Lombardy, the most advanced sections, one-third of the 
men and more than half of the women could neither read nor 
write. ‘^Without national education there exists, .morally... no 
nation,” Mazzini Jiad, said. . The national conscience cannot 
be awakened except by its aid. Witliout national education, 
common to all citizens, tlie equality of civic duties and rights is 
an em])ty formula.” 

\ In 1877 a compulsory education law was passed. This w^as 
extended by a new law passed in 190^1. But as the support of 
primary schools rests with the communes, and as, in many cases, 
they have evaded their responsibility, the system of universal 
education has not been established in practice. Italy has done^"^ 
much for education, but much remains to be done. Illiteracy, 
though diminishing, is still widely prevalent. Recent statistics 
show that a large percentage of the recruits in the army are 
illiterate. Satisfactory results will probably not be obtained 
until tlie Government itself assumes the support and direction of 
the schools instead of leaving them in the hands of the local 
authorities. 

In 1882 an electoral reform, which had long been discussed, 
was passed. Hitherto the suffrage had been limited to property- 
holders twentj^-five years of age and older, paying an annual tax 
of at least forty lire. Under this system less than two and a 
half per cent, of the population possessed tlie right to vote. So 
widesjiread was illiteracy that it was not considered wdse to pro- 
claim universal suffrage. The property qualification w^as now- 
reduced from forty lire to nineteen lire eighty centesimi, and the ' 
age qualification was lowered to twenty-one, and an additional 
method of securing ^he franchise was also established, namely an 
educational qualification. All men of twenty-one wdio have had 
a primary school education were given the franchise. This 
reform more than tripled the number of voters at once, from 
627,8^8 to 2,049,461. Of these about two-thirds secured the 
right through meeting the educational qualification. 

^ In 1912 Italy took a long step toward democracy by making 
the suffrage almost universal for men, only denying the franchise 
to those younger than thirty who had neither performed their 
military service nor learned to read and write. Thus all men 
over twenty-one, even if illiterate, w’ere given the vote if they had 
served in the army. The number of voters w^as Uius increased 
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from somewhat over three million to more than eight and a 
half million. 

This period of internal reforms was interrupted by foreign 
politics. In 1882 Italy entered the alliance with Germany and 
Austria, thus forming the famous Triple Alliance which domi- 
nated Europe most of the time from its foundation down to the 
outbreak of the Great War. The reasons prompting Italy’s 
action were various: pique at France, dread of intervention in 
belialf of the Pope, and a desire to appear as one of the greats 
^powers of Europe. The result was that she was forced to spend 
^larger sums upon her army, remodeled along Prussian lines, and 
lier navy, thus disturbing lier finances once more. 

Italy now embarked upon another expensive and hazardous 
enterprise, the acquisition of colonies, influenced in this direction 
by the prevalent fashion, and by a desire to rank among the 
world powers. Shut out of Tunis, lier natural field, by France,' 
she, in 1886, seized positions on the Red Sea, particularly the 
port of Ma ss awa. Two years later she consequently found her- 
self at war with Abyssinia. The minister who liad inaugurated 
this movement, Depretis, died in 1887. He was succeeded by 
Crispi, one of the few striking personalities Italian politics have 
produced since the time of Cavour. Crispi threw himself heartily 
into the colonial scheme, extended the claims of Italy in East 
Africa, and tried to play off one native leader against another. 
To the new colony he gave the name of Eritrea . At the same 
time an Italian protectorate was established over a region in 
eastern Africa called Somaliland . But all this involved long 
and expensive campaigns against the natives. Italy was trying 
to play the role of a great power when her resources did not 
warrant it. The consequence of this aggressive and ambitious 
military, naval, and colonial policy was the creation again of a 
deficit in the state’s finances, which increased alarmingly. The 
deficits of four years, ending January 1, 1891, amounted to the' 
enormous sum of over seventy-five million dollars. To meet the 
situation new taxes had to be imposed upon a people already 
heavily over-iburdened. The reaction of this upon internal 
-^politics was disastrous. The resultant economic distress ex- 
pressed itself in deep dissatisfaction with the monarchy, and in 
^he growth of republican and socialistic parties. Riots broke' 
out in 1889 in Turin, Milan, Rome, and in the southern province 
of Apulia. Crispi adopted a policy of stern repression, wETch 
restored quiet on the surface, but left a widespread feeling of 
rancor behind. He fell from office in 1891, but, his successor 
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being unable to improve the financial situation and the internal 
conditions of the country, he came back- into power in 1893 . and 
ruled practically as a dictator until 1896, His policy was the| 
same as before, vigorous repression of all opposition to the exists 
ing system. He made no attempt to remove the causes of 
discontent. 

But Crispi only gave fuller range to his excessive ambitions 
in the colonial field. Extending the field of occupation in East 
Africa he aroused the bitter opposition of Menelek, ruler of 
Abyssinia. The result was disastrous. The Italian army of ': 
14^,000 under Baratieri, was overwhelmed in 1896 by Menelek j 
with 80,000, no less than 6,000 of the Italian troops perishing.! 
This crushing defeat scaled the doom of Crispi, who immediately; 
resigned. The Marquis di Rudini became prine minister andi 
attemj^ted a policy of pacification. Italy renounced her extreme 
claims, restricted her colonial area, and secured the release of 
the soldiers who were prisoners of war in the hands of Menelek. 
The repressive policy at home was abandoned, and an attempt 
was made to investigate the causes of discontent. But this , 
policy was suddenly cut short by formidable and sanguinary 
riots that broke out in various ])arts of Italy in May 1898. ' 
The movem(ent was general, though most bloody in Milan. Its 
cause was the wretchedness of the people, which in turn was 
largely occasioned by the heavy taxation resulting from these 
unwise attem])ts to play an international role hopelessly out of 
proportion to the country ^s resources. In the south and center 
the movement took the form of bread riots, but in the north 
it was distinctly revolutionary. Down with the dynasty,’^ 
was a cry heard there. All these movements were suppressed by 
the Government, but only after much bloodshed. They indi- 
cated widespread distress and dissatisfaction wifh existing 
conditions. • 

In July 1900, King Humbert was assassinated by an Italian 
anarchist who w'ent to Italy for that purpose from Pater- / 
son. New Jersey. Humbert was succeeded by his son Victor 
Emmanuel III, then in his thirty-first year. 

The «new King had been carefully educated and soon showed 
that he was a man of intelligence, of energy, and of firmness of 
will. He won the favor of his subjects by the simplicity of his 
mode of life, by his evident sense of duty, and by his sincere 
interest in the welfare of the people, shown in many spontaneous 
and unconventional ways. He became forthwith a more decisive 
factor in the government than his father had beeti. He was a 
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democratic monarch, indifferent to display, laborious, vigorous. 
The opening decade of the twentieth century was characterized 
by a new spirit which, in a way, reflected the buoyancy, and 
hopefulness, and courage of tlie young King. But the causes of 
the now optimism were deeper than the mere change of rulers 
and lay in the growing prosperity of the nation, a prosperity 
which, despite appearances, had been for some years preparing 
and which was now witnessed on all sides. TJie worst was 
evidently over. The national finances were being conservatively 
managed. After 1897 the receipts were larger than tlie exv 
penses. Between 1901 and 1907 the surpluses Mere succes-/ 
sively thirty-two, sixty-nine, thirty-three, forty-seven, sixty-three, 
and one hundred and one million lire. This situation, so 
highly creditable, was brought about by strict economy and 
by heavy taxation. The market price of the five per cent, 
bonds, which had fallen as low as seventy-two in 1894, rose to 
par and above par. A beginning was also made in the impera- 
tive work of reducing taxes and of shifting somewhat their inci- 
dence, which was grossly unjust to the ])oorer classes. 

These facts were full of encouragement, but they represented 
an effect as well as a cause. Behind a flourishing budget stood 
an expanding economic activity. Italy was becoming an indus- 
trial nation. Metallurgy made such progress that in the two 
lines of naval and railway construction Italy was no longer de- 
pendent upon foreign countries. The development of these two 
industries gave a ])owerful impulse to activity in otlier directions. 
The silk and cotton and chemical manufactures rapidly advanced. 
The merchant marine greatly increased. 

More remarkable than the progress made in the last twenty 
years before the World War, and more engaging public atten- 
tion, was the progress that seemed destined in the future, and 
for a special reason. Industry de])ended, uji to the close of the 
nineteenth century, upon steam and steam depends u 2 )on coal. 
Italy is at a great disadvantage compared with other countries 
because she lacks the two indispensable elements — coal and iron 
— which she is therefore obliged to imjiort. This is a tremendous 
handicap. But the last two decades of the nineteenth eentury 
revealed to the world the possibility of the use of electricity as a 
source of energy for industrial j)ursuits. From electricity, 
white coal,” as it is sometimes called, Italy expects her trans- 
formation into a great industrial power, for, white nature has 
refused her coal, slie has given her immense water power in the 
streams which flow rapidly from the Alps and Apennines. It 
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has been estimated tliat the amount of energy she can draw 
from this source will be from three to five million horsepower. 
The motive power used in the manufacturing establishments of 
the United States in 1900 was, according to the census report, 
eleven million, three liundred thousand horse-power. It is 
appropriate that the land of Volta and Galvani should see her 
future in the new agency which is already profoundly altering 
the conditions of modern industry and which her mountain 
streams will furnish her so abundantly. 

This transformation into a great industrial state was con- 
sidered not only possible but necessary, owing to her rapidly 
increasing po])ulation, which grew, between 1870 and 1914, from 
about 25,000,000 to more than ^5,000,000. The birth rate was 
liigher than tliat of any other country of Europe. But during 
tlie same period the emigration from Italy was large and steadily 
increased. Official statistics show that, between 1876 and 1905, 
over eight million persons emigrated, of whom over four million 
went to various South American countries, especially Argentina, 
and to the United States. Perha])s half of the total number have 
returned to tlieir native land, for mucli of the emigration is of 
a temporary character. Emigration has increased greatly under 
tlie present reign, while the economic conditions of the country 
tended, down to 1914, to improve. This is explained by the fact 
that the industrial revival described above lias not yet affected 
southern Italy and Sicily, wlience the large proportion of the 
emigrants come. From tliose ])arts which liave exj)erienced that 
revival the emigration is not large. Only by an extensive 
growth of industries can this emigration be stopjied or at least 
rendered normal. Italy finds herself in the position in which 
Germany was for many years, losing hundreds of thousands of 
her citizens each year. With the expansion of Gei lUan indus- 
tries the outgoing sfream grew less until, in 1908, it practically 
ceased, owing to the fact that her mines and factories had so far 
developed as to give em})loyment to all. 

This increasing jiopulation and this constant loss by emigra- 
tion have served in recent years to concentrate Italian thought! 
more afld more upon the necessity of new and more advantageous 
colonies, that her surj)lus population may not be drained awaji 
to other countries. The desire for expansion has increased and 
with it the determination to use whatever opportunities are 
offered by the politics of Europe for that purpose. The result 
vwas the acquisition in 1912 of the extensive territory of Tripoli 
and of a dozen .Egean islands, spoils of a war® with Turkey 
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which will be more fully treated later. With this desire for 
expansion went also a tendency to scrutinize more carefully the 
nature of her relations with her allies, Germany and Austria. 
The advantages of the Triple Alliance became, in the minds of 
many, more and more doubtful. One obvious and positive dis-^* 
advantage in an alliance with Austria was the necessary aban- 
donniient of a policy of annexation of those territories north and 
northeast of Italy, whicli are inhabited by Italians but which were 
not included within tlic boundaries of the kingdom at the time 
of its creation. Tliese were the so-called Trentino, the region'^' 
around the town of Trent; Trieste, and Istria. These terri- 
tories were subject to Austria, and as long as Italy was allied 
with Austria she was kept from any attempt to gain this Italia 
Irredenta or Unredeemed Italy, and thus so round out her boun- 
daries as to include Avithin them people who are Italian in race, 
in language, and in sympathy. 

On May 4, 1915, Italy denounced her treaty of alliance with 
Austria. The famous Triple Alliance, Avhich had been the domi- 
nant factor in European diplomacy since 1882, thus came to an 
end. On May 23, Italv declared war against Austria-Hungary 
and entered the European conflict on the side of the Entente 
Allies in the hope of realizing her national aspirations/’ 
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AUSTRIA-HUNGARY AFTER 1849 
AUSTRIA TO THE COMPROMISE OF 1867 

Austkia, perilously near dissolution in 1848, torn by revolu- 
tions in Bolieniia, Hungary, the Lombardo-Venetian kingdom, 
and its influence in Germany temporarily paralyzed,* had 
emerged triumphant from the storm, and by 1850 was in a posi- 
tion to im[)ose her will once more upon her motley group of 
states. She learned no lesson from the fearful crisis just 
traversed, but at once entered upon a course of reaction of the 
old familiar kind. Absolutism was everywhere restored. Italy 
was ruled with an iron liand, Prussia was humiliated in a most 
emphatic manner at Oliniitz, the German Confederation was re- 
stored, and Austrian primacy in it conspicuously reaffirmed. 
Hungary felt the full weight of Austrian displeasure. She was 
considered to have forfeited by her rebellion the old historic 
rights she had possessed for centuries. Her Diet was abolished, 
her local self-government, in her county assemblies, was sup- 
pressed, Croatia, Transylvania, and the Sei’bian districts were 
severed from her, and tlie Kingdom itself was cut up into five sec- 
tions, each ruled separately. Hungary was henceforth governed 
from Vienna and largely by Germans. She was for the next few 
years simply a vassal of Austria, whose policy was to crush and 
extinguish all traces of her separate nationality. Francis Joseph, 
however, found it in the end impossible to break tlie spirit of 
the Magyars, who bent beneath the autocrat but did not abate 
tlieir claims. Durir/g the revolution, Francis Joseph had granted 
a constitution to tlie whole Empire (]March 4, 1849). This was> 
revoked December 31, 1851, in the name of the unity of the 
empire and monarchical principles.” For ten years absolutism and 
centralization prevailed throughout the dominions of the youth- 
ful rul<w\ One achievement of the revolution remained untouched, 
the abolition of feudalism, the liberation of the peasantry, a great 
economic and social change benefiting millions of people. 

To perpetuate a system of this character the Government 
must seduloiL^ly avoid any disaster that would weaken its power, 
'iny crisis in which it would need the support of all its subjects. 
This it did not do. The crisis of 1859, the failuiic of that year 
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in Italy, sealed the doom of a system universally odious, which 
was now seen to be unable to maintain the integrity of tlie 
Empire. As a result of the war Austria was forced to cede 
Lombardy to Piedmont, and afterwards to remain inactive while 
the Italians made waste paper of the Treaty of Zurich, wliich 
she had concluded witli France. She was compelled to continue 
this passive attitude because of the utter demoralization of her 
finances, and particularly because of the threatening situation in 
Hungary. Austria’s distress was Hungary’s opportunity. 
Thousands of Hungarians had joined the armies op{)()sed to her, 
and rebellion was likely to break forth at any moment in Hun- 
gary itself. Peace had to be secured at any price. 

This time tlie Austrian government profited by exj)erience. 
In order to increase the strength of the state by actively inter- 
esting his various peoples in it so that they would be willing to 
make sacrifices for it, Francis Joseph resolved to break woth the 
previous policy of his reign, to sweep away abuses, redress griev- 
ances, and introduce liberal reforms. But the problem w^as ex- 
ceedingly complicated, and w'as only slowly worked out after 
several experiments had been tried which had resulted in failure. 
The chief difficulty lay in the adjustment of the claims of the 
different races over which he ruled. How could these be granted, 
and yet the power of the monarchy remain strong, Austria re- 
main a great European power, able to speak decisively in 
European councils. Opinion was divided as to the method to 
pursue. There wore at least two ])arties — those w^ho wished to 
emphasize the principle of federalism in the government, and 
those w^ho wished to emphasize the })rinciplc of unity. The 
federalists demanded that the ccjuality of all the countries within 
jthe Empire should be recognized, that each should make its own 
lintcrnal law\s, and should administer them. Austria would then 
be a federal state with home rule as the recognized basis of the 
government of the several ])arts, and w^ith a central ])arlia- 
ment for y^urely imperial affairs. The other ])arty, emphasizing 
the idea of unity, believed that the central governinent should 
possess large ])owers in order to play a commanding role among 
the European states. That the unity of the Empire might be 
preserved and emphasized home rule should be limited in scope, 
the central government must be endowed with great authority. 

The Emperor at first tried the federal system in 18(50. This 
experiment not working to his satisfaction, he inaugurated a new 
system in 1861. Under this there was to be a parliament for the 
whole Empire,^ divided into two chambers, meeting annually. Its 
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functions were important. The two cliambers were to be a House 
of Lords, appointed by the Em])cror, and a House of Repre- 
sentatives of y4d members to be chosen by the local diets 
(Hungary 85, Transylvania 20, Croatia 9, Bohemia 54, Moravia 
22, Galicia 38). The local diets were to continue for local affairs 
hut with reduced powers. By this constitution, granted by the 
Fiinperor, Austria became a constitutional monarchy. Absol- 
utism as a form of government was abandoned. 

But this constitution was a failure, and chiefly because of 
the attitude of tlie Hungarians. To tlie first pariiarnent Hun- 
gary declined to send representatives, an attitude she maintained 
steadily for several years until a new arrangement was made, 
satisfactory to her. AVliy did she refuse to re(*ognize a constitu- 
^ion that represented a great advance in lib('ralisni over anything 
the Phnpire had known before.^ Whv did she refuse to send 
representatives to a parliament in wliich slie would liave weight 
in ])roportion to the number of her inhabitants? Whv did she 
steadily refuse to accept an arrangement tliat seemed both 
liberal and fair? 

It must be constantly remembered that Hungary consisted of 
several races, and tliat of these races the Magyars had always 
been the dominant one, though in a numerical minority. This 
dominant race was divided into two y)arties, one of irreconcilables, 
men who bitterly hated Austria, who would listen to no com- 
promise with her, wliose ideal was absolute independence. These 
men, however, were not now in control. They were discredited 
by the failures of 1849. The leaders of Hungary were now the 
moderate liberals, at whose liead stood Francis Deiik, tlie wisest 
and most influential Hungarian statesman of the nineteenth cen- 
tury. These men were willing to compromise with Austria on 
Hie (juestion of giving the requisite slrengtli to the government 
of the whole Phnjiire to enable it to })lay its role as a great 
Kuropean }>ower, but they were absolutely firm in their opposi- 
tion to the constitution just granted by Francis Joseph, and 
immovable in their determination to secure the legal rights of 
Hungary. Tlieir reasons for opposing the new constitution, 
vvliich yil'omised so vast an improvement u])on the old iinprogres- 
•‘"ive absolutism that had reigned for centuries, for thwarting 
Hie Emperor, who was frankly disposed to enter the path of 
liberalism, are most important. 

They asserted that Hungary^Jiad always been a separate 
nation, united with Austria simply in the person of the monarch, 
who was King of Hungary as he was emperor in h4s own heredi- 
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tary states; that he was King in Hungary only after he had 
taken an oath to support the fundamental laws of Hungary, and 
had been crowned in Hungary with the iron crown of St. Stephen; 
that these fundamental laws and institutions were in part cen- 
turies old, had in a sense been redefined in the laws of 1848, whiclx 
Ferdinand I liad formally accepted in their new statement ; that 
no change could be made without the consent of both contract- 
ing ])arties ; that the Emperor-King as merely one party to 
the contract had no right to alter them in jot or tittle by any 
exercise of his own ])ower; that they were therefore still the 
law of the land ; that Hungary was an historic state, with definite 
boundaries, including Transylvania and Croatia ; tliat a people 
which has had a past is never able to forget its history that 
the new constitution was one granted ” by Francis Joseph, and 
if granted, might be withdrawal!; that whatever its abstract merits 
were, it was unacceptable by reason of its origin; that, more- 
over, it w’as designed for the whole Empire, and that its effect 
was to make Hungary a mere province of Austria; that wliat 
was w^anted w^as not a constitution, but the constitution of Hun- 
gary, wdiich had, since 1848, been illegally suspended. 

This party differed from the revolutionary party of 1848 
and 1849 in that it recognized that the times did not permit a 
merely personal ” union of Austria and Hungary, but that the 
interests of each demanded a certain real ” union, a certain 
strength for the central government that should enable it to act 
with decision and authority in foreign affairs, and the party 
was prepared to make concessions enough to render this possible. 
Only, the concessions must come later, after the Emperor had 
formally recognized the historic rights of Hungary, and must 
come then only after fair discussion. The unity represented by 
the new parliament it would never consent to. In that assembly 
it would be a minority outnumbered by “ foreigners,’’ for all the 
other peoples of the Empire w ere, in its eyes, foreigners ; it 
would not fuse its individuality in the general mass of all the 
inhabitants ; it w as determined to preserve the historic personality 
of Hungary. Francis Joseph must first consider himself person- 
ally bound to accede to the laws of 1848, which his predecessor, 
Ferdinand, had ratified. 

The new experiment of an imperial parliament finally broke 
down beneath the impact of this persistent Hungarian refusal to 
accept it. For four years, from 1861 to 1865, there was a 
deadlock^ neither side giving,,way. The condition of the country 
grew worse, the deficit continued to increase. The Emperor, 
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recognizing tlie failure of his plans, recognizing that Hungary 
was really a separate nation, — strongly conscious of her own 
distinct history and personality and utterly unwilling to enter a 
unified monarchy however liberal, — finally determined to adapt 
himself to the situation. Negotiations were begun with the Hun- 
garians, the object of which was to harmonize their claims with 
the unity and power of the Empire. These negotiations began 
in 1865, were interrupted in 1866 by the Austro-Prussian war, 
and were completed in 1867. Indeed, the war facilitated the 
great work, as showing once more how heavy was the cost to the 
Empire of Hungarian disaffection, how imperative it was for 
tlie power of the monarchy that Hungary should be contented. 
Moreover, as by that war Austria was expelled from Germany, 
it was imperative for tlie monarchy to gain additional strength 
elsewhere. The negotiations resulted accordingly, in 1867, in 
the Compromise, or 4^^ usqleic 1i, which remained the basis of the 
Hapsburg Empire as long as that Empire continued to exist. 
It was accepted by the Emperor and the Parliaments of both 
countries. Francis Joseph was in the same year crowned King 
of Hungary. 

Thus was created a curious kind of state defying classification. 
Neither federalism nor unity was the outcome of the long constitu- 
tional struggle, but dualism. The Empire was henceforth to be 
called Austria-Hungary, and was to be a dual monarchy. Aus- 
tria-Hungary was to consist of two distinct, independent states, 
which were to stand in law upon a ])]ane of complete equality. 
They were to have the same flag. They were to liave the same 
ruler, who in Austria was to bear the title of Emperor, in Hun- 
gary that of King. Each was to have its own parliament, its own 
ministry, its own administration. Each was to govern itself in all 
internal aff'airs absolutely without interference fron: the other. 

But the two were»to be united, not simply in the person of the 
monarch. They were to be united for certain affairs regarded as 
common to both. There was to be a joint ministry composed 
of three departments : Foreign Affairs, War, and Finance. Fhxch 
state was to have its own parliament, but there was to be no 
parliament in common. In order then to have a body that 
should supervise the work of the three joint ministries there was 
established the system of delegations.’’ Each parliament was 
to choose a delegation of sixty of its members. These delega- 
tions were to* meet alternately in Vienna and Budapest. They 
were really to be committees of the two parliaments, sitting and 
debating separately, each using its own language, and com- 
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municatiiig with each other in writing. If after three communica- 
tions no decision had been reached a joint session was to be held 
in wliich tlic question was to be settled without debate by a mere 
majority vote. 

Other affairs, which in most countries are considered common 
to all parts, such as tariff* and currency systems, were not to fall 
within the competence of the joint ministry or the delegations. 
They were to be regulated hy agreements concluded between the 
two parliaments for periods of ten years, an awkward arrange- 
ment creating an intense strain every decade, for the securing 
of these agreements was to prove most difficult. 

This Compromise was satisfactory only to the Germans and 
the Magyars, each the dominant party in its section, but each 
also in a numerical minority. 

One of tlie im})ortant results therefore of the expulsion of 
Austria from Germany after the Austro-Prussian war of 186(i 
was the internal transformation of the Austrian Empire itself. 
The German element in tliat state was weakened, the Hungarians 
had to be appeased, and as a consequence the Ausgleich or Cojii- 
promise of 1867 was worked out. By this the former Austrian 
Empire was divided into two states, the Empire of Austria and 
the Kingdom of Hungai\y, the two together known henceforth as 
Austria-flungarv. The small river lieitha formed in part the 
boundary between the two, Hungary being known as Trans- 
leithania, Austria as Cisleithania. Tlie capital of Austria was 
Vienna; of Hungary, Buda])est. Tlie Constitution of the collec- 
tive state was the Comjiromise of 1867, already described. Each 
state also possessed a constitution of its own. In Austria the 
Constitution of 1861 was liberally revised by five laws passed in 
1867, by which full parliamentary government was established, 
the Emperor choosing his ministry from the majority party or 
group in Parliament. The Parliament or Beichsrat was to 
consist of two chambers, a House of Lords and a House of Repre- 
sentatives, which numbered at that time 203 members. Tliese 
were chosen, not directly by the voters, but by the diets or local 
legislatures of each of the seventeen provinces into which Austria 
was divided, for each province had its local legislature f^ar local 
purposes. 

In Hungary the Constitution of 1848 w as restored, with some 
alterations. Thus Hungary had a parliament of two chambers, 
the Table of Magnates, composed chiefly of nobles, and the 
Table of Deputies, elected directly by the voters, all males 
twenty years I of age and paying a certain amount in taxes. 
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Though this amount was small it resulted in the exclusion of 
about three-fourtlis of the adult males. Thus in neither state 
did universal suffrage exist. A demand for this was later 
repeatedly made in both countries with results that will appear. 

Neither of the two states had a homogeneous population. In 
each there was a dominant race, the Germans in Austria, the! 
Magyars in Hungary. The Compromise of 1867 w^as satis-' 
factory to these alone. In each country tliere were subordinate 
and rival races, jealous of the supremacy of these two, anxious 
for recognition and for power, and rendered more insistent by 
the sight of the remarkable success of the IMagyars in asserting 
their individuality. In Hungary there were Croatia, Slavonia, 
and Transylvania ; in Austria there were seventeen provinces, 
each with its own diet, representing almost always a variet}^ of 
races. Some of these, notably Bohemia, had in former centuries 
possessed a separate statehood, which tliey wished to recover; 
others were gaining an increasing self-consciousness, and desired 
a future controlled by themselves and in their own interests. 

The struggles of these races were destined to form the most 
important feature of Austrian history during the next half- 
century. It should be noted that the ])rinciple of nationality, so 
effective in bringing about the unification of Italy and Germany, 
tended in Austria in precisely the o])posite direction, the splitting 
up of a single state into many. Dualism was established in 1867, 
but tliose subordinate races refused to acquiesce in that as a final 
form. They wished to change the dual into a federal state, 
which should give free play to the several nationalities. The 
fundamental struggle all through this j)eriod was between these 
two principles — dualism and federalism. These racial and 
nationalistic struggles were most confusing, crossing each other 
in various ways, and rendered more complex by theii connection 
with other forces, silch as liiberalism, Clericalism, Socialism. In 
the interest of clearness, only a few of the more important can 
be treated here. 

The Empire of Austria and the Kingdom of Hungary, having 
had different histories since 1867, may best be treated separately. 

THE EMPIRE OF AUSTRIA AFTER 1867 

The first years in Austria under her new constitution w'crc 
years of liberal reform. The constitution guaranteed complete 
religious liberty. To give effect to this guai'antee laws were 
passed great! v restricting the powers of the Raman Catholic 
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Church. Henceforth all forms of religion were on a basis of 
legal equality; each person might freely choose his church and 
that of his children, or might decline connection with any. The 
public schools were to be open to all citizens without regard to 
creed. Churclies might maintain schools of their own if they 
wished to. A form of marriage by civil authorities was estab-^ 
lished for those cases in which the priest refused to officiate.- 
By these laws religious liberty and secular education were estab- 
lished. The Pope denounced them as “ abominable,” and de- 
clared them null and void ‘‘ for the present and the future.” 
Despite these fulminations they went into force. 

At this time also other useful laws were passed, regulating 
the finances, altering the judicial system, and introducing trial 
by jury, and reorganizing the military system along the success- 
ful Prussian lines of universal military service for three years, 
with service in the reserve for several years longer. 

At the same time the Austrian Government was confronted 
by questions far more baffling. Various nationalities, or would-be 
nationalities, demanded that they should now receive as liberal 
treatment as Hungary had received in the Compromise of 1867. 
The leaders in this movement were the Czechs of Bohemia, who, 
in 1868, definitely stated their position, which was precisely that 
of the Hungarians before 1867. They claimed that Bohemia 
was an historic and independent nation, united with the other 
states under the House of Hapsburg only in the person of the 
monarch. They demanded that the kingdom of Bohemia should 
be restored, that Francis Joseph should be crowned in Prague 
with the crown of Wenceslaus. 

The Galicians in the nortli, the Slovenes and Serbs in the 
south, brought forward similar, though not so sweeping, demands. 
These groups, imitating the successful methods of the Magyars, 
refused to sit in the Austrian Parliament in Vienna, declining to 
recognize the authority of institutions in the creation of wliich 
they had had no share. The moral autliority of the new Parlia- 
ment was therefore greatly reduced. The agitation became so 
great that the Emperor decided to yield to the Bohemians. 
On September 14, 1871, he formally recognized the historic rights ^ 
of the Kingdom of Bohemia, and agreed to be crowned King in 
Prague, as he had been crowned King in Budapest. Arrange- 
ments were to be made whereby Bohemia should gain the same 
rights as Hungary, independence in domestic affairs and union 
with Austria and Hungary for certain general purposes. The 
dual monarchy was about to become a triple monarchy. 
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But these promises were not destined to be carried out. The 
Emperor’s plans were bitterly opposed by the Germans of Aus- 
tria, who, as the dominant class and as also a minority of the 
whole population, feared the loss of their supremacy, feared the 
rise of the Slavs, whom they hated. They were bitterly opposed, 
also, by the Magyars of Hungary, who declared that this was 
undoing the Compromise of 1867, and who feared particularly 
that the rise of the Slavic state of Bohemia would rouse the 
Slavic peoples of Hungary to demand the same rights, and the 
]\ragyars were determined not to share with them their privileged 
position. Tlie opposition to tlie Emperor’s plans was conse- 
(jucntlv most emphatic and formidable. It was also pointed out 
that the management of foreign affairs would be much more diffi- 
cult with three nations directing rather tlian two. The Emperor 
yielded to the opposition. The decree that was to place Bohemia 
upon an equality with Austria and Hungary never came. Dual- 
ism triumphed over federalism, to the immense indignation of 
those who saw tli(‘ prize snatched from them. Where the Bo- 
hemians had failed, obviouslv the weaker groups — Galicians, 
Serbs — could not succeed. The Compromise of 1867 remained 
unchanged. The House of Hapsburg continued to rule over a 
dual, not over a federal state. 

A radical change in the constitution was thus definitely re- 
jected. Gradually the extreme demands of the various races 
subsided. The Czechs lost much of their power by splitting into 
two groups. Tlie constitutional regime slowly struck root. For 
some years it was the Germans who controlled the Austrian 
Barliarnent and the ministry. In 1873 a change was made in the 
electoral system. Hitherto the members of the Reichsrat, or 
Imperial Parliament, had been elected by the diets of the different 
jirovinces. This was objected to as giving the Re?chsrat the 
ap])earance of a congress of delegates, rather than of a real 
parliament. IVIoreover, any diet, by refusing to elect delegates 
(as Bohemia had frequently done), could so reduce the national 
representation as to destroy its moral autliority. The new law 
of 1873 withdrew this power from the provincial diets and gave 
it direcfly to those who had the right to elect the diets. Now 
the right to choose the members of these diets was not vested in 
a general mass of electors, but was A^ested in certain groups or 
classes, four in number — the landowners, the cities, the chambers 
of commerce, and the rural districts. Each class elected a certain 
number of members of the diets. It was now provided that each 
•should henceforth elect a certain number of inAnbers of the 
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Reichsrat. All that the change of 1873 accomplished was 
to substitute direct election by the four classes for indirect elec- 
tion by the diets. The number of members of the Reichsrat was 
increased from 203 to 353. The number of voters in each class 
and the relative weight of the individual voter varied enormously. 
Thus in 1890, in the class of landowners, there was one deputy 
to every 63 voters, one to 27 in the class of cliambers of commerce, 
one to 2,918 in that of cities, one to 11,600 in that of rural dis- 
tricts. With such a system further demands for reform were 
inevitable, and were, as we shall see, to figure j^rorninently in later 
history. 

The German element maintained control of the Austrian Par- 
liament as long as it remained united, but breaking up finally 
into three groups, and incurring the animosity of the Ihnperor 
by constantly blocking his measures, its ministry fell in 1879, 
and was succeeded by one of a very different character under 
Taaffe. This ministry lasted fourteen years, from 1879 to 1893. 
While Taaffe steadily refused to alter the Constitution of 1867 
in the direction of federalism, his policy nevertheless greatly 
stimulated the growth of the federalist s})irit. Relying for par- 
liamentary support upon the C/.echs and J\ffes against the Ger- 
mans, he was forced to make concessions to them. In Bohemia 
the Czechs were favored in various ways. They secured an 
electoral law which assured them a majority in the Bohemian 
Diet and in the Bohemian delegation to the Reichsrat; they 
obtained a university, by the division into two institutions of 
that of Prague, the oldest German university, founded in 1356. 
Thus there was a German University of Prague and a Czech Uni- 
versity (1882). By various ordinances German was dethroned 
from its position as sole official language. After 1886 office- 
holders were required to answer the demands of the public in the 
language in which they were presented, either German or Czech. 
This rule operated unfavorably for German officials, who were 
usually unable to speak Czech, whereas the Czechs, as a rule, 
spoke both languages. 

In Galicia the Poles, though a minority, obtained control of 
the Diet, supported by tlie Taaffe ministry, and proceeded to 
oppress the Ruthenians ; in Carniola the Slovenes ])roceeded to 
Slavicize the province. Thus the Slavs were favored during the 
long ministry of Taaffe, and the evolution of the Slavic nation- 
alities and peoples progressed at the expense of the Germans. 

Under this long administration the financial condition of Aus- 
tria improved. The chronic deficit disappeared and receipts 
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exceeded expenditures for tlie first time in many years. In social 
legislation the policies of Bismarck were imitated by the com- 
])ulsory insurance of workingmen and the repression of Socialists, 
for it was also at this time that the Socialist party became promi- 
nent. This was, here as elsewhere, a radical democratic party, 
demanding universal suffrage, obligatory and free education, the 
complete laicization of the state. This party was not local, like 
the racial and nationalistic groups, but was interprovincial, thus 
cutting across the parties already existing and increasing the 
confusion. 

In Bohemia there was a movement in favor of democracy, 
v;hich was independent of the Socialists. The Czechs had long 
been divided into Old and Young Czechs. They had worked to- 
gether as against the Gernnins, but now that they were in the main 
victorious in this, they ffew apart. Tlie Young Czechs were a 
democratic party, demanding universal suffrage, secular schools, 
liberty of the press and of public meetings. After 1887 this 
party, profiting by the concession of the Taaff'e ministry, began 
io agitate fiercely in favor of a reconstruction of Bohemian na- 
tionality, whereas the Old Czechs were willing to abide by the 
Compromise of 1867. By 1891 the Y^oung Czechs had swept the 
Old Czechs com})letely from the field. An attempt by the Govern- 
ment to stop this movement had resulted in total failure. The 
Germans of Bohemia, on the other hand, opposed with vehemence 
the nationalist aspirations of the Czechs. So fierce did race 
struggles become tliat in 1893 the Government was forced to 
proclaim the state of siege in Prague. The situation became so 
difficult for the Taaffe ministry that it resigned in 1893. 

Thus racial movements and democratic movements were in full 
swing at the close of this long ministry. To satisfy the latter, 
Taaffe, just before his fall, brought forward a radie d electoral 
reform, which would* have increased the number of voters from 
about 1,500,()()() to *1,500, 000. The proposal failed, but, the 
agitation continuing, the succeeding ministry in 1896 carried 
through a more limited measure. The existing four electoral 
classes were left as they were; but a fifth class was created, which 
was to i^lect 72 additional members to Parliament. This class 
was to include all men of twenty-four years of age or older. It 
included, tlierefore, all tliose of the four other classes, members 
of which, consecpiently, possessed under the new system a double 
vote. The res^ilt was to make the system of representation more 
complex than ever, without giving numbers anything like their 
due weight. Thus five million and a half voters wo^^ihl choose 72 
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members, whereas the 1,700,000 voters of the four other classes 
would choose 353 ; the class of great landed proprietors, number- 
ing only about 5,000, would choose 85 members. Obviously, such 
a system would not satisfy the growing demand for a democratic 
suffrage. It was a mere temporary expedient. 

The agitation for universal suffrage continued to increase 
during the next decade, and was finally successful. By the law 
of January 26, 1907, all men in Austria over twenty-four were 
given the right to vote, and the class system was abolished. The 
most striking result of the first elections on this popular basis 
(May 1907) was the return of 87 Socialists, who polled 1,041,948 
votes, nearly a third of those cast. This party had previously 
had only about a dozen representatives. The race parties, such 
as the Young Czechs, lost heavily. Whether this meant that the 
period of extreme racial rivalry was over and the struggle of 
social classes was to be the feature of the future, was not clear. 

THE KINGDOM OF HUNGARY AFTER 1867 

Hungary, a country larger than Austria, larger than Great 
Britain, found her historic individuality definitely recognized and 
guaranteed by the Coni})romise of 1867. She had successfully re- 
sisted all attempts to merge her with the other countries subject to 
the House of Hapsburg. She was an independent kingdom under 
the crown of St. Stephen. The sole official language was Magyar, 
which was neither Slavic nor Teutonic, but Turanian in origin. 

The political history of Hungary after the Compromise was 
much more simple than that of Austria. Race and language 
questions were fundamental, but they were decided in a summary 
manner. Tlie ruling race in 1867 >vas the Magyar, and it re- 
mained the ruling race. Though numerically in the minority in 
1867, comprising only about six millions ovt of fifteen millions, 
they were a strong race, accustomed to rule and determined to 
rule. This minority was steadily, after 1867, attempting the im- 
possible — the assimilation of the majority. There were four 
leading races in Flungary — the Magyar, the Slav, the Rouman- 
ian, the German. The Roumanians were the oldest, calliijg them- 
selves Latins and claiming descent from Roman colonists of 
ancient times. They lived particularly in the eastern part of the 
kingdom, which was called Transylvania. They did not consti- 
tute a solid block of peoples, for there were among tkem many Ger- 
man or Saxon settlements, and between them and the independent 
Kingdom of Roumania, inhabited by people of the same race, were 
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many Magyars. The Slavs of Hungary fell into separate groups. 
In the northern part of Hungary were the Slovaks, practically of 
tlie same race and language as the Czeclis of Bohemia. In the 
southern and particularly the southwestern part, were Serbs and 
Croatians, related to the Serbs of the Kingdom of Serbia. Of 
tlicse the Croatians were the only ones who had a separate and 
distinct personality. They had never been entirely absorbed in 
Hungary, they had liad their own history, and tlieir own institu- 
tions. In 1868 the Magyars made a compromise with Croatia, 
similar to the comproiriise they had themselves concluded with 
Austria in the year preceding. In regard to all the other races, 
however, the ]Magyars resolved to Magy arize them early and 
thoroughly. This policy they steadily persisted in. They in- 
sisted upon the use of the Magyar language in public offices, 
courts, schools, and in tlie railway service — wherever, in fact, 
it was possible. It is stated that there was not a single inscrip- 
tion in any post-office or railway station in all Hungary except 
in the Magyar language. The Magyars, in fact, refused to make 
any concessions to the various peoples wlio lived with them wdthin 
the boundaries of Hungary. They, indeed, tried in every way 
to stamp out all peculiarities. For nearly fifty years this policy 
was c<arried out, and it did not succeed. Hungary was not 
Magyarized because the power of resistance of Slovaks, Croatians, 
Slavonians, Koumanians proved too strong. But in the attempt, 
which grew shar[)er and shriller than ever in the last decade be- 
fore the Great War, the ^Magyar minority stopped at nothing. 
It committed innumerable tricks, acts of arbitrary powder, 
breaches of the law, in order to crush out all opposition. Politi- 
cal institutions w ere distorted into engines of ruthless oppression, 
political life steadily deteriorated in character and purpose, under 
the influence of this overmastering purpose W'hich ret ognized no 
bounds. Hungary, which boasted itself a land of freedom, insured 
freedom only to the dominant race, the Magyars. But for the 
other races Hungary was a land of unbridled despotism. Every 
imaginable instrument was used to crush the Slavs or convert 
them into IVIagyars — corruption and gross illegalities in the 
administrative service, in the control of elections, persecution of 
all independent new\spapers, suppression of schools, the firm de- 
termination to prevent tliese subject peoples, for that they vir- 
tually were though theoretically fellow-citizens, from developing 
their own languages, literatures, arts, economic life, ideals. The 
situation was galling to the Slavs and other peoples. Magyar 
misrule steadily increased in intensity, seriously* vitiated and 
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corrupted the national life and made Hungary a tinder box, 
where disaffection was bound to blaze up at the first opportune 
moment. It was an odious liistory of oppression. Had the Mag- 
yars recognized that the other races living within Hungary had 
the same rights as they, had they ado{)ted a policy of fair play 
and justice, instead of amalgamation by force, Hungary might 
have been in a healthy condition. Hungary was not Magyarized. 
But racial animosities were raised to the highest pitch and the 
time of reckoning came with the Great War. Any detailed study 
of the relations of the dominant Magyars with tlie Croatians, the 
Serbs, the Slovaks, tlic Roumanians would amply prove the 
statements made. 

The reply to these assertions, constantly given by the apolo- 
gists of the Magyars, is that Hungarian law expressly and 
carefully recognized the absolute equality of all the various ele- 
ments, and they point to the Law of 18(58, which guaranteed the 
Equal Rights of Nationalities.” This law was admirable and 
enlightened and was composed in the finely liberal s})irit of Francis 
Dcak, who indeed was its chief author. But this law was a dead 
letter, and it had been a dead letter almost from the time of its 
passage. It was not repealed, as the advantage of having so 
liberal an enactment to point to for the purpose of silencing 
critics and throwing dust in foreign eyes was apparent to the 
Magyar tyrants. But the spirit of Francis Deak long ago passed 
out of the governing circles of Hungary. 

That many Roumanians in Transylvania desired separation 
from Hungary and incorporation in the Kingdom of Roumania, 
that many of the Serbs or Slavs of southern Hungary desired 
annexation to the Kingdom of Serbia, need occasion no surprise. 
Had the Slavs of Hungary received justice, which they never did 
receive, they would not have become an element of danger to the 
state. There is no evidence even yet to shdw that the Magyars 
have learned this lesson. 

Toward the close of the nineteenth century there grew up 
among the Magyars themselves a new party, which still further 
complicated an already complex situation. It was called the 
Independence Party and was under the leadership of ‘ Francis 
Kossuth, son of Louis Kossuth of 1848. This party was opposed 
to the Compromise of 1867, and wished to have Hungary more 
independent than she was. It demanded that Hungary should 
have her own diplomatic corps, control her relations with foreign 
countries independently of Austria, and possess the right to have 
her own tariff. Particularly did it demand the use of Magyar 
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in tlic Hungarian part of the army of the dual monarcliy — a 
demand pressed passionately, but always resisted with unsliaken 
firmness by the Emperor, Francis Joseph, who considered that the 
safety of the state was dependent upon liaving one language in 
use in the army, that there might not be confusion and disaster 
on the battlefield. Scenes of great violence arose over this ques- 
tion, both in Parliament and outside of it, but the Emperor would 
not yield. Government was brought to a deadlock, and, indeed, 
for several years tfie Ausgleich could not be renewed, save by the 
arbitrary act of the Em])eror, for a vear at a time. Francis 
Joseph finally threatened, if forced to concede the recognition 
of the Hungarian language, to cou])le with it the introduction 
of universal suffrage into Hungary, for which there was a grow- 
ing popular demand. This the Magyars did not wish, fearing that 
it would rob them of their dominant position by giving a powerful 
weapon to the politically inferior but more numerous races, and 
tliat they would, tlierefore, ultimately be submerged by the Slavs 
about them. In 1914 loss than twenty-five per cent, of the adult 
male population of Hungary possessed tlie vote. The normal 
operation of political institutions had for some time been seriously 
interrupted by the violent character of the discussions arising 
out of those extreme demands for racial monopoly and national 
independence. Parliamentary freedom had practically dis- 
appeared and at the outbreak of tlie War Hungary was being 
ruled quite despotically. 

The House of Hapsburg lost during the nineteenth century the 
rich Loinbardo-Venetian kingdom (1859—1866). It gained, how- 
ever, Bosnia and Herzegovina. As a result of the Riisso-Turkish 
War of 1877 these Turkish })rovinces were handed over by the 
Congress of Berlin of 1878 to Austria-Hungary to ^‘occupy” 
and administer.” The IMagyars at the time oppo. ed the as- 
sum})tion of these provinces, wishing no more Slavs within the 
monarchy, but despite their opposition they were taken over, so 
strongly was the Emperor in favor of it. This acquisition ren- 
dered Austria-Hungary a more im])ortant and aggressive factor 
in all Balkan politics, in all discussions of the Eastern Question. 
In Octot)er, 1908, Austria-Hungary declared these provinces 
formally annexed. The great significance of this act will be 
discussed later in connection with the very recent history of 
southeastern Euro])e and the causes of the European War. 

On November 21, 1916, Francis Joseph died after a reign of 
nearly sixty-eight years. He was succeeded b}^ his grand-nephew, 
who assumed the title of Charles I. • 
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ENGLAND TO THE REFORM BILL OF 1832 

Great Britain appeared in 1815, to the superficial observer, 
in a brilliant light. She had persisted, wlien others luid faltered, 
in her bitter hostility to Napoleon. She Imd been tlie soul of the 
coalitions, and the crowning victor^’^ of Waterloo seemed to place 
her at the very head of the nations of P^urope. Her energy and 
lier wealth seemed to be unbounded. Her population had been 
only 14,000,000 at the beginning of the great war; at the end 
it was 19,000,000. Her debt, it is true, had increased with 
appalling rapidity. Over a billion dollars in 1792, it was over 
four billion in 1815.^ The annual interest charge amounted to 
150,000,000 dollars. Her expenditures during those years ex- 
ceeded seven billion dollars. But while her debt and the yearly 
expenditures grew at an unprecedented rate, the wealth of the 
country grew more rapdily, and the burden of the state was 
more easily borne than ever. For the period had been one of 
extraordinary material development. The growth of her industry 
at home and her commerce abroad had made her easily the first 
industrial and the first commercial power in the world. This 
industrial and commercial supremacy, fully revealed during the 
Napoleonic wars and the period just succeeding, rested upon 
a scries of remarkable inventions and discoveries made by Eng- 
lishmen in the latter part of the eighteenth century, inventions 
so momentous, so far-reaching in their results, that they eff'cctcd 
what has been called the Industrial Revolution, which has already 
been described. 

These inventions and processes were for a while monopolized 
by Great Britain, for it was not until after the downfall of Napo- 
leon that they came into general use on the Continent. Manu- 
facturing on a large scale, she was able to outstrip all* possible 
rivals. She first developed the so-called factory system, and 
first utilized its advantages. These inventors, says an historian 
of modern England, did more for the cause of ^mankind than 
even Wellington. Their lives had more influence on their coun- 
1 Debt in 1792, £239,650,000; in 1815, £861,000,000. 
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try’s future than the career of the great general. His victories 
secured his country peace for ratlicr more than a generation. 
Their inventions gave Great Britain a commercial supremacy 
wliich neither war nor foreign competition has yet destroyed.” ^ 
It is our improved steam engine,” wrote Francis Jeffrey in the 
Edinburgh Review in 1819, that lias fouglit the battles of 
Europe, and exalted and sustained, through the late tremendous 
contest, the political greatness of our land. It is tlie same great 
power which enables us now to pay the interest of our debt, and 
to maintain the arduous struggle in which we are still engaged 
with the skill and capital of countries less oppressed with 
taxation.” ^ 

But England profited not only from the genius of her inventors. 
The long war itself had greatly contributed to her commercial ex- 
pansion. England had not been invaded ; her industries had not 
been injured, their activity interrupted or rendered precarious, 
as had been the case in all the countries of the Continent. She 
prospered both because she was unmolested and because they 
molested, so that they were forced to rely upon her for many 
things which in normal times they would have manufactured for 
themselves. The war, too, had given her the command of the 
seas. The carrying trade of the world was almost entii‘ely hers. 
The material development of England filled other nations with 
envy. Her empire was also commanding in its range and uni- 
versality, As one after another of the countries of Europe be- 
came the enemy of Britain, she attacked its colonies. Thus at 
the close of the long war she had enriched herself with valuable 
possessions, hitherto belonging to France and Holland.^ 

The proud position that England held was ascribed, in the 
general opinion of Europe, to the excellence of her government. 
Tl)is government enjoyed a great reputation on tlic Continent. 
It had remained erec*t throughout a period wlien other govern- 
ments, one after another, l)ad collapsed. It had followed a uni- 
form, persistent policy from tlie beginning to the end, with a 
single interruption, while the policy of other nations had veered 
and clianged, and changed and veered again. It seemed that 
there muo^t be some peculiar merit in a system that remained im- 
mutable in a world of change. Europeans heard of England as 

^ Walpole’s History of England since liilo, T, ()(>; on the whole subject 
of this scries of inventions and the expansion of industry see Walpole, I, 
41-07. . 

2 Quoted by Cheyncy, Readings in English History, 614—615. 

3 On general material condition of Great Britain in 1815, Walpole, I, 

22-113. * 
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a land of freedom, of representative government, of local self- 
government. The renown of her rarliamcnt had filled the world. 
It was known that her Parliament was her real ruler, that though 
the king reigned he did not govern, that the real executive was 
the ministry of the hour, that ministries rose and fell according 
to the will of Parliament. The fact that England was so success- 
ful under this parliamentary and cabinet system of government, 
which was supposed to be the mouthpiece of the English people, 
gave great impetus to the demand for similar institutions on the 
Continent. England was the model for Liberals everywhere. 

Yet on examination it was seen that this structure was far 
from fair, that it was honeycombed witli abuses, marked by glar- 
ing discriminations between social classes, that England was a 
land of privilege, a land of the old regime, that her institutions 
required radical change to bring them into proper adjustment 
with the new age and its ideas. While the FVench across the 
Channel had, by supreme and violent exertions, asserted that the 
modern state must rest upon the princij>le of equality, and had, 
in order to give that principle definite lodgment in the facts of 
the national life, reduced the aristocracy and humbled the church, 
in England the ruling class maintained its position unshaken. 
England remained a land of the old regime until 18 d 2 , forty 
years after the great transformation in France. 

Power rested witli the aristocracy, composed of the nobility 
and the gentry. This class largely controlled local government 
and local taxation. The local self-government ” of England, 
so much praised and idealized abroad, as if it were government 
of the people by the people, did not exist. In tlie counties the 
country nobility filled the most important offices in the local 
governing boards and in the militia. Smaller offices were occu- 
pied by its de]:)endents. In the boroughs, too, its influence was 
generally decisive with the close cor])orati\)ns which controlled 
/most of them. Its power was glaringly apparent at the top, in 
.‘Parliament. The House of Lords was composed almost exclu- 
Lsively of large landed proprietors. This was the inexpugnable 
bulwark of the prevailing social class. But the House of 
Commons was also another stronghold hardy less secui*o. This 
body, supposed, as its name shows, to be representative of the 
commoners of England, conspicuously belied its name. Its com- 
position was so extraordinary that it merits full description, 
particularly as the great reform movement of the next generation 
concerned it primarily, its thorough alteration being correctly 
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felt to be the condition absolutely precedent to all other reform. 

The House of Commons in 1815 consisted of 658 members; 
489 of these were returned by England, 100 by Ireland, 45 by 
Scotland, 24 by Wales. There were tliree kinds of constituencies 
— -the counties, the boroughs, and the universities. In England 
each county had two members, and nearly all of the boroughs had 
two each, though a few had but one. Representation had no 
relation to the size of the population in either case. A large 
county and a small county, a large borough and a small borough, 
had the same number of members. In times past the king had 
possessed the riglit to summon this town and that to send up two 
burgesses to London. Once given that right it usually retained 
it. If a new town should grow up, the monarcli might give it the 
right, but he was not obliged to. Since 1625 only two new 
boroughs had been created. Thus the constitution of the House 
of Commons had become stereotyped at a time when population 
was increasing and was also shifting greatly from old centers to 
new. An ^incre asing inequality in the rep,rt\sentaH^^^ 
feature of the political system. Thus the county and borough* 
representation of the ten southern counties of England was 237, 
and of the thirty others only 252 ; yet the latter had a population 
nearly three times as large as the former. All Scotland returnedl 
only 45 members, while the single Englisli county of Cornwall (in4 
eluding its boroughs, of course), returned 44. Yet the ])opulation( 
of Scotland w^as eight times as large as that of Cornwall.^ 

The suffrage in the counties was uniform, and was enjoyed 
by those who possessed land yielding them an income of forty 
shillings a year. But as this worked out it gave a very restricted 
suffrage, for England was tho land of large estates, and the 
Imdcncy toward tlie absorption of small estates in large ones was 
steadily increasing. Tlie small farmer, holding Iiis land in his 
own right, w ho was •so common in France, had become almost 
universally in England a mere tenant of a large landholder. 
Accurate statistics are lacking, but Gneist estimates that at 
least four-fifths of the cultivable land of the Ihiited Kingdom 
belonged to not more than 7,000 of the nobility and gentry. The 
county ViOters, then, were chiefly the men w4io had large country 
estates, and not the farmers and peasantry who tilled them. The 
county representation was consequently a stronghold of the 
aristocracy. Counties in which there were so few voters could 
often be easily* controlled by the wealthy landowuiers. Indeed, 

^ 'riu‘se nuinhers includt* not only the county representatives j)roper but 
also the representatives of the horon/chs located in the resjy'ctivc counties. 
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in many counties the election of the landowners’ nominee was 
accepted as so much a matter of course that there were no oppos^ 
ing candidates. In at least three counties there had been no 
contest for over a hundred years. 

In Scotch counties the condition was even worse. There the 
suffrage was not determined by ownersliip of land, but by the 
possession of a so-called “ superiority,” or direct grant from 
the crown, producing at least 400 pounds a year. The result 
was that there were not three thousand county voters in all Scot- 
land; yet the population of Scotland was nearly two million. 
Fife had 240 voters, Cromarty 9. In the county of Roxburgli 
in 1831 the result of the election was a “ great majority ” of 
40 to 19. Yet that county had a population of more than 
40,000. The climax was reached, in Bute, where tliere were 
21 voters out of a population of 14,000, only one of whom lived 
in the county. On a certain occasion only one voter attended 
the election meeting of that county. He constituted himself 
chairman, nominated himself, called the list of voters, and de- 
clared himself returned to Parliament. 

Such was the situation in the counties of Great Britain, which 
returned 186 members to the House of Commons. But more 
important were the boroughs, which returned 467 members/ In 
the counties the suffrage was uniform; in the boroughs, on the 
other hand, there was a bewildering variety in the methods where- 
by the right to vote was secured. In the boroughs, too, the 
influence of the landowning and wealthy class was even greater 
and more decisive than in the counties. The boroughs were of 
several kinds or types — nomination boroughs, rotten or close 
boroughs, boroughs in which there was a considerable body of 
voters, boroughs in which the suffrage was almost democratic. 
It was the existence of the first two classes that contributed the 
most to the popular demand for the reform ‘of the House. In the 
nomination boroughs, the right to choose the two burgesses was 
completely in the hands of the patron. Such places might have 
lost all their inhabitants, yet representation, being an attribute 
of geographical areas rather than of population, these places 
were still entitled to their two members. Thus Corfe Oastle was 

^ ’11111, Old Sarum a green mound, Gatton was part of a park, 
i le D unwich had^ long been submerged beneath the sea^ yct 
inese places, entirely without inhabitants, still had two, members 
each in the House, because it had been so decided centuries before, 
when they did have a population, and because the English Parlia- 
• 1 The universities returned 5 members. 
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merit took no account of changes. Thus the owner of the ruined 
wall, or the green mound, or this particular portion of the 
bottom of the sea, had the right of nomination. 

In the rotten or close boroughs the members were elected by 
the corporation, that is, by the mayor and aldermen, or the 
suffrage was in the hands of voters, who, however, were so few, 
from a dozen to fifty in many cases, ^ and generally so poor that 
the patron could easily influence tliem by bribery or intimidation 
to choose his candidates. Klections in such cases were a mere 
matter of form. Walpole states tliat, in 179^3^ 245 m embers wey^ 
notorjqusly jctua^Tbj ihg iiiflucDce of 128 peers. Thus peers, 
themselves sitting in the House of Lords, had representatives sit- 
ting in the other House. J^ord Lonsdale thus returned nine mem- 
bers, and_wa{§ knOFUas “premier's cat-o’-nine-talls.” Others re- 
turned six, five, four apiece. Some would sell their appointments 
to the highest bidder, and a common price was 1 0,000 pounds for 
two scats for a single parliament. Borough-mongering was com- 
mon.^ It was stated in 1817 that seats were bought and sold like 
tickets to the opera. Thus at the ])eriod at which this liistory 
opens a considerable majority of the members of the House of 
Commons was returned through the influence of a small body of 
patrons. These were noblemen, or wealthy landowners, who 
aspired to become noblemen and chose this method of acquiring 
political power, that thus they might in the end be raised to the 
peerage. 

In the third class of boroughs, those wuth a fairly large electo- 
rate, there w^as much bribery, while the fourth class of practically 
democratic boroughs was very small. On the other hand, there 
were large industrial cities with no representation at all, such as 
Manchester, with a population of 140,000, Birmingham with 
100,000, Leeds with 75,000, Sheffield with about 70,0v^0.^ 

Bribery, as has been said, >vas customary. Tlie polls were 


\ Ninety members represented places of less than 50 voters eaclj. 

- Some of the most honorable and useful members bought their seats 
as the only way of getting into Parliament on an independent basis, though 
they utterly detested the system. See the case of Roinilly. Cheyncy, Read- 
iriffs in EntjUsh Historij, pp. 644”()4(). 

^ The Salient fact about the sulFragc in boroughs before 1832 is that 
it varied greatly from place to place. Molesworth considers the following 
a tolerably complete list of these qualifications; “House-holders, resident 
house-holders, house-holders paying scot and lot: inhabitants, resident in- 
habitants, inhabitants paying scot and lot: burgesses, capital burgesses, 
hurgage-holders ; freeholders, freemen, resident freemen; corporations, pot- 
Wallopers, payers of poor rates.” Molesworth, liistory of England, 
note. • 
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kept open for fifteen days. Wliere there were contests the 
expenses were borne by the candidates. These were sometimes 
enormous. A case is on record in W'hicli the two candidates spent 
200,000 pounds in a single election. Rich men were willing to 
make these vast expenditures. For, once in Parliament, they 
were on the road to political power and social eminence. They 
or tlieir sons might enter tlie peerage, and numerous sinecures 
might fall in the direction of the family. For this reason men 
who were making their fortunes in industry sought to enter the 
class of landed proprietors by purchasing large estates. Thus 
the established order gained additional support in the ambition 
of the newly arising moneyed class. Well might the younger 
Pitt exclaim: “This House is not the representation of the 
people of Great Britain ; it is the representation of nominal 
boroughs, of ruined and exterminated towns, of noble families, 
.of wealthy individuals, of foreign potentates.” The government 
of England was not representative, but was oligarchical. 

Closely identified with the State, and, like the State, thor- 
oughly permeated with the principle of special ])rivileges, was 
another body, the Church of England. Though there was 
'absolute religious liberty in Great Britain, though men might 
worship as they saw fit, the position of the Anglican Church was 
/'one greatly favored. Only members of that church possessed 
any real political power. JS^p Catholic could be a member of 
^Parliament, or hold any office in the state or municipality. In 
theory Protestants who dissented from the Anglican Church 
were likewise excluded from holding office. In practice, how- 
ever, tliey were enabled to, by the device of the so-called Act of 
Xjademnity, an act passed each year by Parliament, pardoning 
them for having held the positions illegally during the year 
just past. The position of the Dissenter was both burdensome 
and humiliating. He had to pay taxes for the support of the 
Church of England, though he did not belong to it. He had to 
register his place of worship with authorities of the Church of 
England. He could only be married by a clergyman of that 
church, unless he were a Quaker or a Jew. There was no such 
thing as civil marriage, or marriage by dissenting clergymen. 
tA Roman Catholic or a Dissenter could not graduate from 
iCambridge, could not even enter Oxford, owing to the religious 
jftests exacted, which only Anglicans could meet. Tlie natural 
result of the supremacy of this religion was that those embraced 
it who were influenced by self-interest, who were ambitious for 
political preferment, for social advancement, or for an Oxford 
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or Cambridge education for their sons. It was “ ungentleman- 
like ’’ to be a Dissenter. 

Not only was the Church of England privileged with reference 
to other churches, but within the Church itself there were great 
inequalities. Bishops and archbishops received large salaries, 
ranging from ten to one hundred and fifty thousand dollars a 
year. These prizes went to the younger sons or proteges of the 
great families. The assumption was, as Sir Leslie Stephen says, 
that ‘‘ a man of rank who takes orders should be rewarded for 
liis condescension.” On tlie other hand, there were thousands 
of parish clergymen with wretchedly low salaries. Tlie latter 
had little chance of ])romotion. There were pluralities and ab- 
senteeism in tliis Cliurch, exactly as in the Roman Catholic 
Church in pre-revolutionary Fh'ance. The clergy were eminently 
respectable,, but eminently worldly, a social, if not a spiritual, 
force in the life of England, an interested bulwark of the estab- 
lished order. 

The great institutions of England, tlierefore, were controlled 
hy the rich, and in the interest of the rich. Legislation favored 
the powerful, the landed nobility, and the rich class of manu- 
facturers that was growing up, whose interests were similar. 
The immense mass of the ])eople received scant consideration. 
Their education was woefully neglected. Probably three-fourths 
of the children of England did not receive the slightest instruc- 
tion. Laborers were forbidden to combine to improve their con- 
ditions, which the state itself never dreamed of improving. Even 
their food was made artificially dear by tariffs on breadstuffs 
passed in the interests of the landlords. The reverse side of the 
picture of English greatness and power and prosperity was 
gloomy in the extreme. England was in need of swcc])ing and 
numerous reforms to meet the demands of modern liberalism, 
whether in politics, in economics, or in social institutions. 

The comlitions just described had not escaped challenge. In 
the last quarter of the eighteenth century, two writers in par- 
ticular, of great vigor and originality, Adam Smith and Jeremy 
Bentham, had subjected English institutions and policies to 
trenchaiijjt and damaging criticism. Adam Smith had published 
in 1776 his ‘‘ Wealth of Nations,” a comprehensive condemnation 
of the prevalent economic theories and practices of Great 
Britain. He denounced protection and defended free trade, and 
urged liberty in the economic life in place of constant and minute 
governmental regulation. Bentham criticized government and 
jurisprudence and morals. Aroused by Blackstonc’s panegyric 
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of the Britisli Constitution as the perfection of human wisdom, 
he published in 1776 a Fragment on Government,” in which he 
showed unsparingly its defects. He laid down in this, and in 
other books in later years, the principle that “ tlie greatest happi- 
ness of the greatest number is the foundation of morals and 
legislation”; that “the end of all government is utility, or the 
good of tlic governed.” Obviously, English government was not 
based on any such principle. Bentham applied his principle of 
utility to all the institutions of England in succession — the 
monarcliy, the cliurcli, the courts, parliament — showing how 
harmful rather than useful each was. He was constructive also, 
showing how the grievous defects could be remedied. 

The views of Srnitli and Bentham made no impression upon 
Parliament, but they gradually influenced the rising generation. 
They contributed greatly to the reforms effected from about 
1825 to 1850. They would probably have been effective mucli 
earlier had it not been for the F'rench Revolution, which, working 
much good for F'rance, worked nothing but evil for England. 
English conservatism became stiff* and implacable. Liberal de- 
;mands must be resisted, because, as any one could see, they led 
«to anarchy and violence and a Reign of Terror. From 1793 
to 1815 the liberal reformers of England were silenced by the 
odium attached to the deeds of their French neighbors. Salutary 
changes were delayed for a whole generation. The Tory party, 
opjmsed to all change, was assured of a long lease of power, one 
that lasted, indeed, until 1830. 

The demand for reform was resumed, however, after the final 
victory over Napoleon at Waterloo, and became more and more 
emphatic. It drew its main strength from the deep and wide- 
spread wretchedness of the people. Contrary to all expectations, 
the peace did not bring witli it happiness and prosperity, but 
rather intense suffering and the hatred of class and class. The 
reasons for this are not far to seek. As long as war continued 
England was the manufacturer and the common carrier of the 
world. Now that the war was over this practical monopoly was 
destroyed, the foreign market was restricted by the renewed 
activity of European manufacturers and merchants, who could 
now conduct their business in security. The export trade fell off 
rapidly. Then the English Government reduced its expenditures 
suddenly by one-half, greatly injuring all those industries which 
had furnished it the materials of war. Thus manufacturers, 
losing customers at home and abroad, were forced, some into 
bankruptcy, others to curtail their activity, in other words, to 
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dismiss thousands of workmen. And at this very moment, when 
laborers were being thrown out of employment or were finding 
their wages reduced, their number was being increased by thq 
disbandment of the militia and the reduction in the army and^' 
navy- The navy alone was reduced from 100,000 men in 1815 
to 8^,000 in 1816. At the time when the number of laborers 
was greater than the demand, 200,000 or more men were added 
to the labor market. Furthermore, the next few years saw a 
series of bad harvests. By these, and by^the Corn Law oi 1815, 
bread was made dearer. Add also the fact that the modern 
industrial or factory system was painfully supplanting the old 
system of household industries and temporarily throwing multi- 
tudes out of emplo 3 unent, or employing tliem under hard, even 
inhuman conditions, and it is not difficult to understand the wide- 
s[)read, desperate discontent of the mass of the j)opulation. A 
Parliament, organ of the rich minority, refused to helj) them; 
it even forbade them to hel[) themselves, for it was a misdemeanor 
for workmen to combine. If they did, they would be sent to jail. 
Taibor was unorganized. 

The ])revalence of such conditions naturally furthered the 
demand for reforms, long held in check by the war. Now that 
the war was over, the time seemed to have come for legislation 
remedial of the many abuses in Knglish institutions, and of the 
existing economic distress. But the ministry and Parliament 
saw only daiiger in change, and set tliemselves grimly against all 
concessions. The years from 1815 to 1820 arc years of repres- 
sion and alarm, as pronounced in PiUgland as in most of the 
countries of Phirope. 

The demand for reforms came ])rimarily from the poor and 
dislieartened masses, who possessed a remarkable leader in the 
person of William Cobbett, tlie son of an agricultural laborer. 
For some years Cobbett had ])ublished a liberal periodical called 

U rpi 

le Weekly Political Register,” in which he had opposed the 
(Tovernment. In 1816 be reduced the ])rice of lus ])aper from a 
shilling to twopence, made his a])peal directly to the laboring 
class, and became their guide and spokesman. The effect was 
instantaii^eous. For the fii’st time the lower class had an organ, 
cheap, moreover brillianth^ written, for CobbetCs literary ability 
was such that a London pa])er, the StaiulaiuU declared that for 
clearness, force, and power of copious illustration he was un- 
rivaled since the time of Swift. Cobbett was the first great 
po{>ular editor, who for nearly tliirty years, with but little 
interruption, expressed in his weekly paper the wi)§hes and the 
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j emotions of the laboring classes. He was a great democratic 
leader, a powerful popular editor, a pugnacious and venomous 
opponent of the existing regime, a champion of the cause of 
parliainentarv reform. 

For Cobbett persuaded the working people that they must first 
get the right to vote before they could get social and economic 
reforms. Parliamentary reform must liave ])recedencc. Let the 
peoi)lc get political power, let them change Parliament from the 
organ of a narrow class into a truly national assembly, and then 
they could abolish the evils from which they sufiered, and put 
useful statutes into force. He demanded, therefore, universal 
suffrage. Other leaders appeared also, and a considerable fer- 
mentation of ideas among the un])ropertied and working classes 
characterized these years. 

Certain radicals took more active measures which aroused dis- 
proportionate alarm in the minds of tlie miiiistry, who scented 
a new French Revolution in every poj)ular commotion, and were 
ready to go to almost any length to stamj) out the troublesome 
spirit. The distress of the masses led to disturbances. Riots 
broke out in 1816. Farm buildings, barns, stacks, business 
premises were set on fire. Machines were broken by workmen 
who thouglit them the cause of their woes. Obnoxious tradesmen 
were attacked. Tlie ministry, tliinking it necessary in the inter- 
ests of property to make an exam])le, arrested seventy-three of 
the wretched rioters of Ely, secured tlie condemnation to death 
of thirty-four of them, and the actual execution of five. Such 
was the reply of the British Government to the prevalent dis- 
content. Similar disturbances occurred elsewhere, and were 
similarly suppressed. A political demonstration of a radical 
character was held in S])a Fields in London in the same year 
(1816). The Government prosecuted the leaders for treason, 
but the jury declined to convict. Somewhat later when tlie Prince 
Regent was returning from Parliament, wliere he had declared 
that the English electoral system was the most perfect the world 
had ever seen, the people threw stones at his carriage, breaking 
one of its windows. 

The legislation occasioned by these occurrences war harshly 
repressive. No less grave a measure was passed than one sus- 
pending the Habeas Corpus Act, an act which no Parliament 
in Great Britain, since that of 1817, has felt it necessary to 
suspend. An act for the suppression of seditious meetings was 
hardly more defensible. It was the object of this bill to prevent 
political discussion by the public. Only with the special permis- 
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sion of a magistrate could a debating club meet or a lecture 
be given or a reading room be opened. The ministry even de- 
clined to make any exception of lectures on medicine, surgery, 
and chemistry. Such legislation only the gravest necessity could 
justify, and such necessity did not exist. That it could be used 
to damage political opponents of the existing ministry was soon 
made evident. The suspension of the Habeas Corpus Act drove 
Cobbett, the most aggressive o])ponent of the ministry, into 
temporary exile. 

Two years later a more important event occurred in Man- 
chester. A public meeting was held in St. Peters Field, August 
1(), 1819, for the purpose of petitioning for parliamentary re- 
form and the redress of grievances. This meeting had been de- 
clared illegal by the authorities, yet the organizers had deter- 
mined to hold it nevertheless. Fifty thousand men, women, 
and children came together accordingly to listen to Hunt, a 
popular orator. The police attempted to arrest Hunt and the 
other leaders. The crowd closed in around them, jeering. The 
magistrates apparently lost their heads. They ordered a body 
of cavalry and yeomanry to rescue the police. The result, how- 
ever, was that the troops charged the crowd which was unarmed. 
There was a scene of fearful confusion ; several defenseless people 
were killed at once; many more were injured. Tliis so-called Mas- 
sacre of Peterloo angered the ])eople, and in the end furthered 
Mie agitation for reform, but the Government warmly approved 
the action of the magistrates and induced Parliament to pass the 
famous Six Acts or Gag I.aw^, which represent the climax of this 
sorry reaction in Fjngland, and which stringently restricted the 
freedom of speech, of tlie })ress, and of public meeting, which had 
long been the boast of England. 

Such was the answer of the Tory aristocracy under Lord 
Iiiver])ool to the demands of the discontented and distressed. No 
attempt on the part of the privileged classes to examine the 
grievances of the j)eople, to seek to remove the causes of the 
universal discontent, but only harsh and repressive legislation 
that encroached gravely upon the traditional liberties of the 
British people. The conejuerors of Na])oleon were easily fright- 
ened. Their policy of coercion was successful. The radical party 
was silenced. It reappeared ten years later, how^ever, and con- 
^ributed immensely to the cause of })arliamentarv reform which 
then became irresistible. 

In 1820 George III died at the age of eighty-one. He had for 
many years been insane, and the regency had been* exercised by 
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his son, who now became George IV, and who reigned from 1820 
to 1880. 

After 1820 a change gradually came over the political life 
of England. Tlie Tory party still retained its great majority 
in Parliament, but it showed a tendency toward liberalism. With 
returning prosperity after the resumption of specie payments 
in 1819, the disturbances of the last few years ceased, and the 
panic, into which the governing classes had been thrown by the 
French Revolution, passed away. Several of the more reactionary 
members of the ministry died or resigned, and their places were 
taken by men of a younger and more liberal generation. Canning, 
Peel, and Huskisson made the Tory party an engine of partial 
reform. Under Canning, as Foreign Secretary from 1822, Eng- 
land assumed the position that eacfi nation is free to determine 
its own form of government, a doctrine opposed to that of the 
Holy Alliance of the right of intervention in the affairs of other 
states whose acts might be thought to imperil the princi])le of 
monarchy. Canning freed England from all connection with the 
Holy Alliance. He recognized the independence of the Spanish 
colonies in America. If Spain could reconquer tliem she might. 
But no foreign country, declared Canning, should subdue them 
for her. I called tlie New World in,” he said, to redress the 
balance of the Old.” The main significance of Canning’s ad^ 
ministration of the Foreign Office is that at least one of the 
great powers with boldness and success defied the smug and 
timorous reactionary ])olicv of the absolute monarchies of the 
Continent. Similar interventions in lh)rtuguese and Greek 
affairs served the cause of liberalism in those countries. 

While Canning was making England’s foreign policy more 
liberal, Huskisson was introducing greater liberty into commerce 
by carrying bills in 1828 altering the Navigation Laws, which 
threw restrictions about the carrying trader and by reducing the 
duties on many articles of import. This was not free trade, but 
it was a step in that direction. The more strongly protected 
interests maintained their ground for a generation longer. When 
^Huskisson began his reforms about 1,500 Acts of Parliament 
regulated the administration of the tariff* system; the number 
was now reduced to eleven, thus greatly simplifying that de- 
partment. 

Another im])ortant reform of these years was that of the Penal 
Code. The code then prevailing was a disgrace t6 England, and 
placed her far behind France and other countries. There was a 
crying need for reform. The punishment of death could be legally 
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inflicted for abouh two hundred offenses — for picking a man’s 
pocket, for stealing five shillings from a store, or forty shillings 
from a dwelling house, for stealing a fish, for injuring West- 
minster Bridge, for sending threatening letters, for making a 
false entry in a marriage register.^ 

This code, as a matter of fact, was not enforced. It was shown, 
for instance, that in the twelve years, from 180.5 to 1817, 655 
persons had been indicted for stealing five shillings from a shop. 
Of these 11*1 had been sentenced to death, but the sentence had 
not been carried into effect in a single instance. While this was 
an evidence that the humane feeling of the age condemned the 
law and would not enforce it, still the code, by its very harshness, 
tended to encourage indifference to law. Two great reformers, 
Uomilly and IMackintosh, had labored for fifteen years to per- 
suade Parliament to alter this barbarous code, but with only 
disheartening results. But now Sir Robert Peeel took up the 
reform, and [)roposed and carried, in 182*5, the abolition of the 
death penalty in about a hundred cases. The Tory party now 
accepted proposals it had })reviously fiercely combated. It is a 
curious fact that even bc'forc this more humane policy was adopted 
with reference to Hie misdeeds and weaknesses of men, a law for 
the prevention of cruelty to animals, the first of its kind, had 
been passed (1822). 

Another reform of these years no less significant lay in the 
direction of greater religious liberty. In 1815 there was in 
England religious freedom but not religious equality. People 
might worship as they saw fit. Nevertheless, as we have seen, 
men paid a penalty for belonging to any other than the estab- 
lished Church of England. Political privileges were conditioned 
Uf)on creed. It has been only by a scries of acts passed in the 
nineteenth century that England has thrown o])en he^’ political 
life to all, irrespective of cluircli connections or religious beliefs 
or professions. The first stej) taken was the removal of the dis- 
abilities from which Protestant Dissenters suffered. These were 
imposed by the so-called Test and Corporation Acts. These 
acts, put upon the statute book at a time wlien there was grave 
fear of a violent assault upon Protestantism, liad been intended 
to destroy the political power of the Catholics. As a qualifica- 
tion for holding most offices, municipal and national, the sacra- 
ment must be received according to the rites of the Anglican 
(dmrch, and the oaths of supremacy and allegiance taken. The 
Test Act required a declaration against transubstantiation. 

^ Walpole, II, 140-1, footnote, gives a partial list of tbese offenses. 
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Though these acts were designed to exclude Catholics, they went 
further and excluded as well Dissenters generally. Yet with 
singular inconsistency Dissenters were permitted to be members 
of Parliament, and thus to participate in the making of the 
laws of Fhigland. For a long time, however, they did not vigor- 
ously object to the injustice and inconvenience wliich they suf- 
fered, inasmuch as they hated and feared Catholics more than 
tliev coveted ])olitical power, and believed that the repeal of the 
Test Act would inevitably lead to the emancipation of the Cath- 
olics, which they did not wish to see. Moreover, as has been 
already stated, a convenient device was made to fit their case. 
They wore, as a matter of practice, permitted to hold office, 
though in so doing tliey were lawbreakers. Then Parliament 
would pass an act of indemnity pardoning them for what they 
had done. This had for a long while been the established custom ; 
consequently tlie Test Act no longer operated to the exclusion 
of Dissenters from office, but was only a badge of religious in- 
ferioritv. In 1_8 2S the Test and Corporation Acts were repealed 
as being no longer in harmony with the age or with the wislies 
of Dissenters. Henceforth every person on entering upon office 
must make a declaration ‘‘ on the true faith of a Christian ” tliat 
he would not use his authority in any way against the FiStablished 
Church. These words had the effect of excluding Jews from 
office, thereby occasioning in the years to come a new agitation 
and a new reform. 

Thus tlie monopoly of the Churcli had in one particular been 
broken. The repeal of the Corporation and Test Acts was an 
act of coinjdete justice to Protestant Nonconformists, but of 
only partial justice to Roman Catholics. Though the latter 
could now hold most offices they were still excluded from Parlia- 
ment, for their exclusion from Parliament depended not on the 
Test Act but upon an act passed in 1079, and which was still in 
force, requiring all members of Parliament to take the oath of 
supremacy and to make a declaration against transubstantiation 
and the adoration of the Virgin Mary. Thus, while after the 
rej)eal of the Test Act in 1828, Catholics might be appointed to 
municipal and national offices, they might not sit in cither House 
of Parliament. They were not upon an e(juality with Protestants 
in political matters, and had no share in the legislation of the 
empire. Moreover, their position was anomalous and contra- 
dictory. In Ireland all forty shilling freeholders* possessed the 
suffrage. Thus a large number of Catholics could vote for mem- 
bers of the House of Commons, but practically they could only 
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vote for Protestants, as Protestants alone would subscribe to 
the oath and declaration required of all members. Nevertheless 
it was not illegal for Catholics to vote for one of their own faith 
and elect him. They would, of course, be throwing away their 
suffrage, as such a ])erson would certainly, for the reason given, 
not be permitted to take his seat. 

Catholic Emancipation, as the removal of these disabilities was 
called, had for forty years been a prominent question in English 
politics. Some of the great statesmen of England had tried 
to solve it favorably to Catholic claims, notabl 3 ^ Pitt and 
Canning, but without success, owing to the prevalent bigotry. 
George III and George IV were violently oj)posed, George III 
declaring that he should reckon any man his personal enemy who 
should ])ropose any measure of relief, and the\" were supported 
by the more conservative Tories. The question entered upon the 
acute stage in 1828. The Duke of Wellington was prime minister 
and Sir Robert Peel was the most imj)ortant member of the 
cabinet. Roth were opposed on princi})le to Catholic emancipa- 
tion. The ministry wished to post])one all discussion of the 
question. Rut events were just then occurring in Ireland which 
would have rendered further postponement of the settlement an 
act of sheer madness. An agitation, widesweeping and porten- 
tous, convulsed this long-suffering ])eople. A man of remarkable 
powers of leadership had arisen and had forced the crisis. Daniel 
O’Connell is one of the most extraordinary men in Irish history. 
A thrilling orator and a shrewd and energetic lawyer he could 
inflame vast multitudes of men, vet could lead them safely past 
snares and pitfalls. Relieving that Ireland could only obtain 
justice by an overwhelming display of force he founded the 
Catliplic Association to advocate Catholic claims. This soon 
became so powerful a political body as to alarm the Government. 
A law was accordingly passed in 1825 ordering its dissolution. 
The law was from tlie start a dead letter. The xVssociation, dis- 
solved, immediately reap{)eared in another form. Monster meet- 
ings were lield, where tlie witchery of O’Connell’s oratory was 
displayed and his marvelous power of control of an excitable and 
injured j^eo pie conspicuously manifested. These monster demon- 
strations were marked by no excesses. They constituted an 
indignant and resolute protest against unfair legislation. 
O’Connell now decided uj)on an act so bold that he believed it 
would mean the end of the agitation. A vacancy occurred in the 
t)arliamentarv representation from the county of Clare. QlQpu-( 
nell decided to be a candidate. He was triumphantly elected. He, 
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was a Catholic, therefore debarred by the laws from membership. 
The electors voted for him despite the fact that they were throw- 
ing their votes away. They aimed to produce a moral effect 
and they succeeded. It was evident that O’Connell could be sim- 
ilarly returned in almost every otlicr county in Ireland should the 
occasion occur, that the people were in earnest, and united. It 
was the fear tliat this was the attitude of a united people on 
the very brink of a revolt, rather than any sense of the justice 
of the cause, that prom])ted Wellington and Peel to bring in the 
famous Emancipation Bill, to force it through an unwilling 
Parliament, and to impose it upon an unwilling King. Welling- 
ton candidly admitted tliat he was driven to this step by fear of 
civil war. George IV felt, as he afterward said, like a person 
with a pistol at his breast. Like most persons in such a pre- 
dicament he yielded (1829). Catliolics were henceforth admitted 
to both Houses of Parliament, and witli a few exce[)tions they 
might now fill any municipal and state office. The act established 
real political equality between Catholics and Protestants. 

Bvit at the very time that Catholics were given the right to 
sit in Parliament, they were in large majority deprived of the 
suffrage, for the pro])erty qualification for voters in Ireland was 
raised from forty shillings to two hundred. Thus in removing 
one grievance a new one was created, certainly an ineffective 
method of pacifying Ireland. One hundred and ninety thousand 
forty-shilling freeholders were disfranchised offhand. It is to 
be said, however, that this Tory Parliament would not have con- 
sented to Catholic Emanciy)ation had it not known beforehand 
that this blow would be dealt to democracy. 

The reforms that have just been described were carried through 
by the Tory party. There was one reform, however, more funda- 
mental and important, Adiich it was clear that that party would 
never concede, the reform of Parliament its^elf. '^Flie significant 
features of the parliamentary system have already been described. 
That they required profound alteration had been held by many 
of the Whigs for more than fifty years. But the Whigs had been 
powerless to effect anything, having long been in the minority. 
A combination of circumstances, however, now brought about the 
downfall of the party so long dominant, and rendered possible the 
great reform. George IV died on June 26, 1830, and was suc- 
ceeded by his brother, William IV (1830-1837). The death of 
the monarch necessitated a new election of ParH^Vmcnt. Many 
of the influential Tory politicians, indignant that Wellington and 
Peel had consented to the emancipation of the Catholics, wished 
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to punisli their leaders by sending up members to the Commons 
who would be opposed to them. Wellington’s foreign policy in- 
creased the unpopularity of tlie ministry. Moreover, just at this 
time the distress of the working classes was great, and they were 
demanding parliamentary reform with renewed vigor. Suddenly 
the French Revolution of 1830 occurred. It exerted a great in- 
fluence in England. To the distressed and discontented it was 
an encouragement to further activity. But its influence upon the 
well-to-do middle class was more important, as it proved that 
great changes could be effected without bringing social anarchy 
in tlieir train. Thus the specter of revolution that liad haunted 
the imagination of the solid, conservative class of Englishmen was 
finally laid by a revolution both reasonably orderly and most 
salutary. This class was no longer unwilling to co-o])erate with 
the woi-king people. It now took up with energy the demand for 
reform. 

The elections of 1830, held under such circumstances, resulted 
in a Tory loss of fifty members in tlie Commons. Thougli that 
party still had a majority it w\as not likely to last long, as many 
Tories were opposed to Wellington. Parliament met in November 
1830, and the question of reform was immediately introduced. 
The Duke of Wdlington showed his position by a remarkable 
eulogy of the English Parliament as one wliich answered all 
the good purposes of legislation, and this to a greater degree 
than any legislature had ever answered, in any country what- 
ever,” that it possessed and deservedly ])ossessed “ the full and 
entire confidence! of the country.” He Avould go still further 
and say that if at the present moment he had imposed upon 
him the duty of forming a legislature for any country — and 
particularly for a country like this, in possession of great 
])roperty of various descriptions — he did not mean to assert that 
he could form such a* legislature as they possessed now, for the 
nature of man was incapable of reaching sucli excellence at once, 
but his great endeavor would be to form some description of 
legislature which would ])roducc the same results.” ITnder these 
circumstances lie would himself never bring forward any measure 
changing*that system, but he should always feel it his duty to 
resist such measures wlicn proposed by others.” ^ 

The result of this speech, which w’^as entirely sincere but seemed 
the very abdication of the intellect, was to arouse such wide- 
spread indignation that the Wellington ministry was shortly 

1 Quoted in May, Const. Hist, of Eng., I, 331-332. Kendall, Source 
Sook of English History, No. 129. * 
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. swept from office, and the Whigs came in. Thus was broken the 
I control the Tory p^^rty had exercised with one slight interruption 
’for forty-six years. 

Earl Grey, who for forty j^ears had demanded parliamentary 
reform, now became prime minister. A ministry was formed with 
ease, and included many able men, Durham, Russell, Brougham, 
Palmerston, Stanley, Melbourne, and on March 1, 1831, a 
Reform Bill was introduced in the House of Commons by Lord 
John Russell. It aimed to effect a redistribution of seats on a 
more equitable plan, and the establishment of a uniform franchise 
for boroughs in place of the great and absurd variety of fran- 
chises then existing. Tlie redistribution of seats Avas based on 
two })rinciples, the withdrawal of the right of representation from 
small, decayed boroughs, and its bestowal upon large and wealthy 
towns hitherto without it. 

Accordingly the bill proposed to deprive all boroughs having 
a population of less than 2,000 of their separate representation 
in Parliament; to deprive all boroughs of less than 4,000 inhabi- 
tants of one of their two members. It was estimated that 110 bor- 
oughs would be affected, and that 1G8 scats would be abolished.^ 
The ministry proposed that these should be given to the counties 
and the great unre|)resented boroughs. The bill amazed the 
House by its thoroughgoing character and encouraged the re- 
formers. Neither side had expected so sweeping a change. The 
introduction of the bill precipitated a remarkable parliamentary 
discussion, which continued witli some intervals for over fifteen 
months, from IMarcli 1, 1831, to June 5, 1832. 

' Lord John Russell in his introduction of the measure, after 
stating that the theory of the British Constitution was no taxa- 
tion without representation, and after showing that in former 
times Parliament had been truly representative, said that it was 
no longer so. A stranger who was tokCthat this country is 
ifinparalleled in wealth and industry, and more civilized and more 
, enlightened than any country was before it — that it is a country 
that prides itself on its freedom, and that once in every seven 
; years it elects representatives from its population to act as the 
guardians and preservers of that freedom — would be** anxious 
I and curious to see how that representation is formed, and how the 

1 "J'he list read by Lord John Russell of the borou^^hs which it was pro- 
posed wholly or partially to disfranchise, with the numbj^r of voters and 
“the prevailing influence” of each, that is the landowner, who had practical 
control, may be found in Molesworth, Hist, of Etu/., 1, 70-73; also, in part, 
in Cheyney, Rmdings in English Ilistorg, 68(j-()88. 
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people choose their representatives, to whose faith and guardian- 
ship they entrust their free and liberal institutions. Such a 
])crson would be very much astonished if he were taken to a 
ruined mound and told that tliat mound sent two representatives 
to Parliament ; if he were taken to a stone wall and told that 
three niches in it sent two representatives to Parliament; if he 
were taken to a park where no houses were to be seen, and told 
that that park sent two representatives to Parliament. But if 
he were told all this, and were astonished at liearing it, he would 
be still more astonished if he were to see large and opulent towns, 
full of enterprise and industry and intelligence, containing vast 
magazines of every species of manufactures, and were then told | 
lliat these towns sent no representatives to Parliament.” 

Lord John Russell estimated that the electorate would be en- 
larged by about a half a million additional voters by this measure, 
for it proposed the extension of the sufirage as well as the re- 
distribution of seats, 

Tlie first man who arose to oppose tlie bill was the representa- 
tive of the University of Oxford, Sir Robert Inglis, who repre- 
sented the opinions and prejudices of the country gentlemen so 
vitally affeefed by the measure. Ho denied flatly that the popu- 
lation of a town had ever liad anything to do with its representa- 
tion or that representation and taxation were in any way 
connected in the British Constitution. ‘‘ Can the noble lord show 
that any town or borough has been called into parliamentary 
existence because it was large or populous, or excluded from it 
because it was small? The noble lord has tried to make much 
of the instance of Old Sarum. In one and the same year, the 2»‘3rd 
Edward I, a writ was issued to both Old and New Sarum, and 
in neither case was it conferred on account of population or taxa- 
tion. On the contrary, I believe it was given, in the first instance, 
to oblige some Karl of Salisbury by })utting his friends into the 
House. And in an account of the borough it was stated that it 
had lately been purchased by Mr. Pitt, the ])ossessor of the 
celebrated diamond of that name, who has attained an hereditary 
seat in the House of Commons as much as the Earl of Arundel 
possessed one in the House of Peers by being the owner of 
Arundel Castle. How then can it be said, that, according to the 
constitution of the country, noblemen are not to be represented 
and their interests regarded in this House. ... It is in vain 
after this to talk of the purity of representation in former times, 

I defy the noble lord to point out at any time when the repre- 
sentation was better than it is at present. I say, therefore, that 
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what is proposed is not restorative. The House and the country 
may judge what it is, but I will state in one word that it is 
Revolution, a revolution that will overturn all the natural in> 
fluence of rank and property.” Sir Robert proceeded to show 
that some of the greatest men in parliamentary annals had entered 
the House as representatives of these nomination and close 
boroughs, the elder Pitt, who sat indeed for this very Old Sarum, 
wliich was to be embalmed as a classic in these debates, the 
younger Pitt, Burke, Canning, Fox, that tlius they had had a 
chance to show their talents and Avere later chosen the repre- 
sentatives of large towns. But no such towns would ever liave 
chosen them liad they not previously had this opportunity to 
prove their ability. It is only by this means that young men 
who are unconnected by birth or residence with large towns can 
ever hope to enter this House unless tliey are cursed — I will 
call it cursed — with that talent of mob oratory which is used 
for the purpose of influencing the lowest and most debasing pas- 
sions of the people.” 

Hunt, one of the radical leaders, former hero of the field of 
Peterloo, and now a member of the House, took part in the 
debate. “ How is this House constituted? ” he asked, How are 
many honorable members elected? Look at the borough of 
Ilchester and the boroughs of Lancashire and Cornwall, and see 
what classes of men return members to this House. I will tell 
the House a fact which has come to my knowledge, and which 
bears on that particular point. In the borough of Ilchester . . . 
many of the voters are of the most degraded and lowest class, 
who can neither read nor wrife, and who always take care to 
contract debts to the amount of £35 previous to an election, be- 
cause they know that those debts will be liquidated for them. 
Is that, then, the class of men which the House is told re])resents 
the property of the country? I am one *w ho thinks that this 
House ought to be Avhat it professes to be — the Commons House 
of Parliament, representing the feelings and interest of all the 
common people of England.” 

Another member, Sir C. Wetherell, denounced the proposed 
loss of their positions by 168 members as corporation fobbery,” 
as a new Pride’s Purge, as an imitation of the illegalities of the 
Cromwellian period, as republican in principle, destructive of 
all property, of all right, of all privilege.” 

Sir Robert Peel pointed out that the close boroughs not only 
brought out young talent that otherwise could get no opportunity 
to show itsebf, but that they furnished refuges for distinguished 
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nicmbers, who by some caprice of fortune had lost their hold 
upon their constituencies — and that thus these men could con- 
tinue in the service of the nation. “ During 150 years the 
constitution in its present form has been in force; and I would 
ask any man who hears me to declare whether the experience 
of history has produced any form of government so calculated 
to promote the happiness and secure the rights and liberties of 
a free and enlightened people.’^ Stanley, later Lord Derby, re- 
plying to the contention that the nomination boroughs opened an 
opportunity to very able men to enter Parliament who might not 
find any other way, said, Whatever advantage might be derived 
from this mode of admission would be more tlian balanced by this 
disadvantage — that the class of ])ersons thus introduced would, 
whatever may be their talents and acquirements, not be looked 
upon by the people as representatives.” 

Macaulay delivered a speech on the second day of the debate 
that made his I’cputatiori as one of the foremost orators of the 
House. Replying to Sir Robert Inglis he said, My honorable 
friend . . . challenges us to show that the constitution was 
ever better than it is. Sir, we are legislators, not antiquaries. 
The cjuestion for us is, not wliether tlie constitution was 
better formerly, but whether we can make it better now.^ ” 
Shall “ a Imndred drunken pot wallopers in one place, or the 
owner of a ruined liovel in another,” be invested with powers 
which are withheld from cities renowned to the furthest 
ends of the earth for the marvels of their wealth and 
of their industry? ” But these great cities, says my hon- 
orable friend . . . are virtually, though not directly, repre- 

sented. Are not the wishes of Manchester, he asks, as much 
consulted as those of any town which sends members to Parlia- 
ment? Now, Sir, I do not understand how a power which is 
salutary w^hen exercised virtually can be noxious when exercised 
directly. If the wishes of Manchester have as much weight with 
us as they would have under a s^’stem wliicli should give repre- 
sentatives to Manchester, liow can there be any danger in giving 
representatives to Manchester? ” Referring to tlie utility of 
the close* boroughs as affording careers to men of talent he said 
that we must judge of the form of government by its general 
icndency, not hy ha])py accidents,” and that if tliere were a 
law that the hundred tallest men in England should be members 
of Parliament,* there w^ould probably be some able men among 
those who would come into the House by virtue of this law.” 

Thus the debate went on, an unusual number of mefnbers partic- 
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ipating. But the bill did not have long to live. The Opposi- 
tion was persistent, and on April 19th the ministry was defeated 
on an amendment. It resolved to appeal to the people. Parlia- 
ment was dissolved and a new election ordered. This election took 
.place in the summer of 1831 amid the greatest excitement and 
I was one of the most momentous of the century. From one end 
of the land to the other the cry was, “ The bill, the whole bill, 
and nothing but the bill.” There was some violence and intimida- 
tion of voters, and bribery on a large scale was ])ractiscd on both 
sides. The question put the candidates was, Will you support 
the bill or will you oppose it.^ ” The result of the election was 
an overwhelming victory for the reformers. 

On June 24, 1831, Lord John Russell introduced the second 
Reform Bill, which was ]:)ractically the same as the first. The 
Opposition did not yield, but fought it inch by inch. They 
tried to wear out the ministry by making dilatory motions and 
innumerable speeches wliich necessarily consisted of mere repeti- 
tion. In the course of two weeks Sir Robert Peel spoke forty- 
eight times, Crocker fifty-seven times, Wetherell fifty-eight times. 
However, the bill was finally passed, September 22nd, by a ma- 
jority of 106. It was then sent up to the House of Lords where 
it was quickly killed (October 8, 1831). 

It was the Lords who chiefly ])rofited by the existing system 
of nomination and rotten boroughs, and they were enraged at 
the proposal to end it. They were determined not to lose the 
power it gave them. 

The defeat of tlie bill by the Upper House caused great in- 
dignation throughout the country. Apparently the Lords Avere 
simply greedy of their privileges. Again riots broke out in 
liondon and other towns, expressive of the popular feeling. News- 
papers appeared in mourning. Bells were tolled. Tlireats of 
. personal violence to the Lords aa ere made, and in certain instances 
carried out. Troops Avere called out in some places. England, it 
was wddely felt, Avas verging toAvard a civil Avar. 

Parliament Avas noAv prorogued. It reassembled December 6th, 
and on the 12th, Lord John Russell rose again and introduced 
his third Reform Bill. Again the same tiresome tactifs of the 
Opposition. But the bill finally passed the House of Commons, 
March 23, 1832, by a majority of 116. 

Again the bill was before the Lords, Avho shoAved tlie same 
disposition to defeat it as before. The situation sliemed hopeless. 
TAvice the Commons liad passed the bill with the manifest and 
express appi;oval of the people. Were they to be foiled by a 
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chamber based on liereditary privilege? Riots, monster demon- 
strations, acrimonious and bitter denunciation, showed once more 
the temper of the peo})le. There was only one way in which the 
measure could be carried. The King might create enough peers 
to give its supporters a majority in the House of Lords. This, 
however, William IV at first refused to do. The Grey ministry 
consequently resigned. The King appealed to the Duke of Well- 
ington to form a ministry. The Duke tried but failed. The 
King then gave way, recalled Earl Grey to power and signed a 
j)a])er stating: The King grants permission to Earl Grey and' 
to his Chancellor, Lord Brougham, to create such a number of 
peers as will be sufficient to insure the passing of the Reform 
Bill.” The peers were never created. The threat sufficed. The 
hill jjassed the Lords, June 4, 18J2, about 100 of its opponents 
absenting themselves from the House. It was signed and became 
a law. 

The bill had undergone some changes during its passage. In 
its final form it provided that fifty-six nominations or close 
boroughs, with a population of less than 2,000, should lose their 
representation entirely; that thirty-two others, with a popu- 
lation of less than 4,000 should lose one seat each. The seats 
thus obtained were redistributed as follows: twenty-two large 
towns were given two members each ; twenty others were given one 
each, and the larger counties were given additional members, 
sixty-five in all. Scotland and Ireland were by com})anioii bills 
given increased representation. One hundred and forty-three 
seats were thus redistributed. There was no attempt to make 
e({ual electoral districts, but only to remove more flagrant abuses. 
Constituencies still varied greatly in population. The total 
membership of tl\e House was not altered but remained 658. 

The Reform Bill also altered and widened tlie suffrage. Pre- 
viously the county franchise had depended entirely upon the 
ownership of land ; tliat is, was limited to those wlio owned out- 
right land of an annual value of forty shillings, the forty- 
shilling freeholders. The county suffrage was now extended to 
include also copyliolders and leaseholders, i.e., farmers and tenants 
of land wliose tenure was for sixty years, and of the annual value 
of ten pounds, and to tenants-at-will holding land worth fifty 
pounds a year. Thus in the counties the suffrage was dependent 
still upon the tenure of land, but not upon outright ownership. 
There were, it* is seen, several methods of acquiring the county 
franchise. 

In the boroughs a far greater change was made. tThe previous 



418 ENGLAND TO THE REFORM BILL OF 1832 


local franchises were all abolislied, the personal rights of living 
voters being guaranteed, and a new uniform suffrage was adopted. 
The riglit to vote was given to all ten pound householders, which 
meant all who owned or rented a house or shop or other building 
of an annual rental value, with the land, of ten pounds. Thus the 
suffrage was practically given in boroughs to the great middle 
class. There was henceforth a uniform suffrage in boroughs, 
aiid a varied suffrage in counties. 

The law applied only to England. In the same session similar 
reform bills were passed for Scotland and Ireland. In order to 
reduce bribery, voting in each constituency was limited hence- 
forth to two da 3 ’s. 

The lleforin Bill of 1832 was not a democratic measure, 
biltTit made the House of Commons a truly representative body. 
It admitted to the suffrage the wealthier middle class. The 
number of voters, particularly in the borouglis, was considerably 
increased ; but the laborers of England had no votes, nor had the 
poorer middle class. The average ratio of voters to the whole 
population of Great Britain was about one to thirty. The 
measure, therefore, though regarded as final by the Whig minis- 
try, was not so regarded by the vast majority, who were still dis- 
franchised. No further alteration was made until 1867, but 
during the whole period there was a demand for extension. In 
1831 and 1832 the people, by their monster meetings, riots, acts 
of violence, had helped greatly to ])ass the bill only to find when 
the struggle was over that others and not themseh es had profited 
by their efforts. 

i The passage of the Reform Bill showed clearly the predomi- 
I nance in the state of the House of Commons over both King and 
; Lords in case the House had the evident and emphatic su 2 )port 
of the people. 



CHAPTER XXII 


ENGLAND BETWEEN TWO GREAT REFORMS 

(1832-1867) 

England had entered upon a period of IVhig government 
that was destined to be almost as j)rolonged as the preceding 
period of Tory rule. The Tories had been in power from 1784 
to 1830, with but one short interval. From 1830 to 1874 the 
Whigs controlled tlie government, with the exception of short 
periods wliich amounted in all to eight years. In tlie elections 
of 1832, held under the new conditions, the Whigs were over- 
whelmingly victorious. The Tories returned only about 150 
members. The terms Tory and Whig now gradually gave way 
io the terms Conservative and Liberal, which arc still in use. 

The reforming activity of the Whigs, which had achieved the 
notable triumph of the great change in the House of Commons, 
continued unabated for several years. Several measures of great 
im])ortance were passed by the reformed Parliament during the 
next few years. 

One of tlie first of these was t he abplition of si a very hj | 

It had been long held by the British courts that slavery could 
not exist in the Britisli Isles, that the instant a slave touched the 
soil of England he became free. Moreover, after a long agita- 
tion, England had abolished the slave trade in 1807. Hence- 
forth it was a crime to kidnap negroes in Africa and sell them 
into slavery. But'^slavery itself existed in the West Indies, in 
Mauritius and in South Africa. There were about 750,000 
slaves in these colonies. To free them was a far more difficult 
matter than to stop the African slave trade, for it was con- 
sidered an interference with the rights of property, and it might 
ruin tL*e prosperity of the colonies. Two causes were now work- 
ing for the abolition of slavery, a growing sensitiveness to the 
moral iniquity of the institution, and the decreasing influence of 
its leading supporters, the West Indian planters, owing to the 
fact that their trade with Great Britain had fallen off greatly 
since 1815. For many years an anti-slavery agitation had been 
in progress, ably led by Wilberforce, Buxton> and Zachary 
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.Macaulaj, father of the historian, who had created the public 
opinion indispensably necessary to any reform. 

Various acts of legislation had been passed looking toward 
the improvement of the position of slaves in the crown colonies, 
but not providing for the abolition of the institution itself. 
These measures were indignantly and hotly resented by the 
planters, who denounced tlie action of the English government 
in vituperative terms, unwise conduct, as it still further alienated 
public opinion in the motlier country. A bill was passed in 
August 1833 decreeing that slavery should cease August 1, 1834. 
It provided for the immediate emancipation of all children of 
six years and under; for a period of apprenticeship for all others 
for seven years, during which three-fourths of their time was to 
belong to their former masters, one-fourth to themselves. This, 
it was argued, would give them the preparation necessary for a 
wise and intelligent use of freedom, but the provision did not 
work w^ell in practice and was ultimately allowed to lapse. A 
gift of twenty million pounds was made to the slave owners as 
compensation for the loss of their pro])ert^^ 

Conscience was aroused at the same time by a cruel evil right 
at home, the em[)loyment, under barbarous conditions, of 
children in the factories of England. 

The emj)loyment of child labor in British industries W'as one 
of the results of the rise of the modern factory system. It was 
early seen that much of the work done by machinery could be 
carried on by children, and as their labor was cheaper than tliat 
of adults they were swe])t into tlie factories in larger and larger 
numbers, and a monstrous evil grew up. They were, of course, 
the children of the ])oorest people. Many began this life of 
misery at the age of five or six, more at the age of eight or 
nine. Incredible as it may seem, tliey were often compelled to 
work twelve or fourteen hours a day. Half hour intervals were 
allowed for meals, but by a refinement of cruelty they were 
expected to clean the macliinery at such times. Falling asleep 
at their work they were beaten by overseers or injured by falling 
against the machinery. In this inhuman regime there was no 
time or strength left for education or recreation or healthy 
development of any kind. The moral atmosphere in which the 
children worked was harmful in the extreme. Physically, intel- 
lectually, morally, the result could only be stunted human 
beings. 

This shocking abuse had been attacked spasmodically and 
unsuccessfullyr for thirty years. In 1802 a law was . passed 
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limitin g the numb er of hours to twelve a day ^ and 
work should not begin before six in the morning, nor continue 
ajter nine at nighU....Lt applied^ however, to -but few. mills.- In 
1816 a bill was introduced providing that no child should be 
employed for more than ten hours a day in any factory. The 
House of Lords limited this to cotton mills and extended the 
hours to twelve. Later it was voted that each child should have 
a quarter of a holiday on each Saturday. Such was the piti- 
fully small protection guaranteed children workers by the laws 
of England. 

This monstrous system was defended b}'^ political economists, 
manufacturers, and statesmen in the name of individual liberty, — 
in whose name, moreover, crimes have often been committed, — 
the liberty of the manufacturer to conduct his business without 
interference from outside, the liberty of the laborer to sell his 
labor under whatever conditions he may be dis])osed or, as might 
more properly be said, compelled to accept. A Parliament, how- 
ever, which had been so sensitive to the wrongs of negro slaves 
in Jamaica, could not be indifferent to tlie fate of English 
children. Thus the long efforts of many English humanitarians, 
Robert Owen, Thomas Sadler, Fielden, Lord Ashley, resulted in 
the passage of th^Eactoyy Act of 1833, which prohibited the 
employment in s])inning and weaving factories of children under 
nine, made a maximum eight-hour day for those from nine to 
tliirteeii, and of twelve for tliose from thirteen to eighteen. The 
bill also ])rovided for the sanitary conditions of the factories, 
for a certain amount of recreation and education, and, most 
imj)ortant, it created a system of factory inspectors whose duty 
it was to see that tliis law was enforced. This was a very modest 
beginning, yet it re])resented a great advance on the preceding 
policy of Fmgland. It was the first of a series of act" regulating 
the conditions of laborers in the interest of society as a whole, 
acts which have become more numerous, more minute, and more 
drastic from 1833 to the present day. The idea that an 
employer may conduct his business entirely as he likes has no 
standing in modern English law. 

I'hc reform spirit, which rendered the decade from 1830 to 
1840 so notable, achieved another vast improvement in the 
radical transformation of municipal government. The local self- 
government of England enjoyed great fame abroad but was 
actually in a ‘very sorry condition at home. Not only was the 
Parliament of 1830 the organ of an oligarchy, but so was the 
system of local government. Lsurpations of pow^i by a single 



422 


ENGLAND BETWEEN GREAT REFORMS 


class had gone on flourishingly under the Tudor and Stuart and 
even Hanoverian kings. The whole political structure, local as 
well as general, was honeycombed with notorious abuses. The 
municipal and the parliamentary systems were closely bound 
togetlier. Tlie unreformed borouglis were natural supports of 
an unreformed House of Commons. Now that Parliament had 
been reformed it was natural that the same party should attempt 
to bring about the abolition of the evils of local government. In 
earlier centuries all the freemen of the borough had enjoyed full 
rights of citizenship, and local government had been popular in 
character. But with the lapse of time the term “ freemen ” had 
become technical and applied only to a few in each borough, and 
frequently to non-residents. Thus Cambridge, witli a popula- 
tion of about 20,000, had only 118 “ freemen,” Portsmouth, with 
46,000, only 102. Many of tliese were poor, paid small taxes, 
iand w^ere in no sense representative citizens, y^ct they alone 
^possessed the right to vote in municipal elections. Thus, in 
Cambridge, the freemen ])aid only about two thousand pounds 
of the twenty-five tliousand of the city tiixcs. But in many cases 
even the freemen ” had no ])olitical ])ower, but only privileges 
of a pecuniary nature, such as a right to sliare in certain chari- 
table funds and of exemption from tolls. In very numerous 
cases tlie local government was entirely in the liands of the cor- 
poration, that is, the mayor and tlie common council. The mayor 
was chosen by'^ the council and the councilors sat for life and had 
the right to fill all vacancies in their body. Tlie government in 
such cases w^as literally a close corjioration. Thus, throughout 
all England, a very small minority had an absolute monopoly 
of political power in towns and cities. 

These municipal governments were notoriously corrupt. 
Elected for life and self-elected tliey had no sense of responsi- 
bility to the community at large. Their proceedings w^ere 
generally secret. They levied taxes but rendered r)o account of 
how they expended them. Neglecting the needs of the community 
for proper policing, paving, lighting, sanitation, they used the 
funds largely for self-gratification or personal advantage or the 
advantage of the party which tliey favored. In many of the 
smaller boroughs the may^or alone w^as practically the entire 
government. Generally speaking, those Englislnnen who lived 
in boroughs were not only not self-governed, but were wretchedly 
misgoverned. 

This system received Its death-blow from the reform of 
Parliament. The two systems hung together, wx're mutually 
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interdependent. The reform of one had, as an inevitable con- 
sequence, the reform ot the otlier. The power of the privileged 
class in the House of Commons had rested largely upon the ease 
with which they had been able to secure control of these little 
local oligarchies, which had had the right to elect the members 
of the borouglis to the House. In 1833 a commission was 
appointed to investigate the whole subject, which it did with 
convincing thoroughness. 

In 1835 a law was passed, the Municipal Corporations Act, 
second in importance only to the Reform Bill. This act pro- 
vided for the election of town councilors by all the inhabitants 
who had paid taxes during the preceding three years. This^ 
established a property and residence qualification. The town| 
council was to elect the mayor. The town council and the con-ll 
stituency togetlier formed the corporation. The proceedings off 
the council were to be public; the accounts were to be published 
and audited. Not only were property owners but property 
renters included in the new electorate. Those who rented 
property that was on the tax lists as worth ten pounds a year 
had tlie riglit to vote as well as those who paid taxes themselves; 
in other words, a man who paid a rent of about a dollar a week 
for his house or his store was now enfranchised. This bill did 
not apply to London, reserved for special treatment, nor to 
sixty-seven boroughs, wdiich were very small, but concerned 178 
boroughs, the large majority. It is estimated that about two 
million people were affected by it. The bill was not a democratic 
measure, but it gave borough government, as the bill of 1832 
had given parliamentary, to the wealthy and the middle classes. 
It effectually restored self-govcrnmcnL- The basis of representa- 
tion has been widened since 1835. A similar act for Scotland, 
sweeping away abuses even more glaring, had been passed 
in 1833. 

In the midst of this period of reform occurred a change in the 
occupancy of the throne. King William IV died June 20, 1837, 
and was succeeded by his niece, Victoria. TJie young Queen was 
the daughter of the Duke of Kent, fourth son of George III. 
She was, at the time of her accession, eighteen years of age. 
Slie had been carefully educated, but owing to the fact that 
William IV disliked her mother, slie had seen very little of court 
life, and was very little known. Carlyle, oppressed with all the 
weary weight, of this unintelligible world, pitied her, quite unnec- 
essarily. Poor little Queen ! ” said he, she is at an age at 
which a girl can hardly be trusted to choose a bonnet for her- 
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self ; yet a task is laid upon her from whicli an archangel might 
shrink.’’ Not such was tlie mood of the Queen. She was 
buoyant and joyous, and entered with zest upon a reign which 
was to prove the longest in the annals of England. She im- 
pressed all who saw lier with her dignity and poise. Her 
political education was conducted under tlie guidance, first of 
Leo])old, King of Belgium, lier uncle, and after her accession, of 
Lord Melbourne, both of whom instilled in her mind the principles 
of constitutional monarchy. The question of her marriage was 
important and was decided by herself. Summoning her cousin. 
Prince Albert of Saxe-Coburg, into her presence, she offered him 
her hand — ‘‘a nervous tiling to do,” as she afterward said, yet 
the only thing, as ‘‘ he would never have presumed to take such 
a - liberty ” himself as to ask for the hand of the Queen of 
Eingland. The marriage, celebrated in 1840, was a marriage of 
affection. “ She is as full of love as Juliet,” said Sir Robert 
Peel. Her married life was exceptionally liappy, and when the 
Prince Consort died, twenty-one years later, she was inconsolable. 
During these years he was her constant adviser, and so complete 
was the harmony of their views that he was practically quite as 
much the ruler of the country as was she. 

The early 3 ^ears of the new reign were years of trouble and 
.unrest. The accession of Victoria brought to an end the con- 
nection between England and Hanover, which had existed since 
the Elector of Hanover bad become King of Great Britain in 
1714, under the name of George I. As the Salic law obtained in 
Hanover, that kingdom now passed to the uncle of the Queen, 
the Duke of Cumberland, Ernest Augustus. This was, on the 
whole, more a gain for England than a loss, as it freed her from 
vexatious entanglements on the Continent. Far more serious 
was the disruption of the colonial empire, threatened by the Cana- 
dian Rebellion of 18;37. This will be described elsewliere. More 
serious still was the widespread unrest and discontent in England 
itself, an unrest that found expression in the Chartist Movement. 

The Reform Bill of 1832 had been carried by a combination 
of Liberals and Radicals, the latter furnishing in those exciting 
days the appearance and the reality of physical force, the 
monster meetings, the riots, which had made the Tories feel that 
a civil war would result if tJiey did not yield to what was mani- 
festly the people’s will. A breach between these two elements 
now ensued. The Radicals looked upon the measure, to the 
passing of which they had so greatly contributed, as merely a 
step in the right direction, from which they themselves had 
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gained nothing. They were a genuinely democratic party, 
aiming at the introduction into England of truly democratic 
government, popular control of the House of Commons and 
legislation in the interest of the peo])le, that is, the great mass 
of the workers of Great Britain. But when, after 1832, they 
attempted to bring forward measures for a wider suffrage as a 
necessary preliminary to all this, they met with uncompromising 
opposition on the part of their former allies. Lord John Russell 
took occasion to say publicly in 1837 tliat the Reform Act oft 
1832 had been made as extensive as possible in the hope that it j 
miglit be final; and that tlic question of the franchise ought notj 
to be reopened. Tlie leader of the Liberals had s 2 )oken. It 
was clear that the Conservatives would be of the same mind on 
this matter. There had been a reform in 1832 in the interest of 
tlic middle classes. Clearly there was to be no reform in the 
interest of tlie lowxn* classes. The middle classes liad said so. 
The Radicals felt that a middle class Parliament w^ould consider 
sim[)ly the interests of the middle class, and tliey desired a 
democratic Parliament to legislate for the masses of the laborers 
of England, whether in town or country, for the laborers were 
the nation. The breacli between the former allies became com- 
})lete. Tlie Radicals dubbed Lord John “Finality Jack.” 
They began a vehement agitation for further reform. Work- 
ingmen’s associations, socialist societies, the discontented gener- 
ally, worked together. 

In a pamplilet entitled The Rotten House of Commons 
(December 1836), Lovett, one of their leaders, proved from 
official returns that, out of 6,023,752 adult males living in the 
United Kingdom, only 839,519 were voters. He also showed 
that despite the reform of 1832 there were great inequalities 
among the constituencies, that ^ tw enty members were chosen by 
2,411 votes, twenty more by 86,072. The immediate demands 
of the Radicals w\?re exjiressed in “ The Pcoj^le’s Charter,” or 
programme, a jjetition to Parliament drawn up in 1838. They 
demanded that the right to vote be given to every adult man, 
declaring, “ wx* perform tlie duties of freemen, wx must have the 
j)rivileges of freemen”; tliat voting be secret, by ballot rather 
lhan orall}^ as was then the custom, so tliat every voter could 
be free from intimidation, and less exposed to bribery; that 
})roj)crty qualifications for membership in the House be abolished; 
and that the members receive salaries so that poor men, laborers 
themselves and understanding the needs of laborers, might be 
elected to Parliament if the voters wdshed. They^also demanded 
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that the House of Commons should be elected, not for seven 
years, as was then the law', but simply for one year. Tlic object 
of this was to prevent their representatives misrepresenting them 
by proving faithless to their pledges or indilfereiit or hostile to 
the wishes of the voters. Annual elections would give tlie voters 
the chance to punish such representatives speedily by electing 
others in tlieir place. “ The connection between the representa- 
tives and the people, to be bcneficiah must be intimate,’’ said the 
petition. Such were the five points of the famous Charter 
designed to make Parliament representative of the people^ not of 
a class. Once adopted, it w'as felt that the masses w'ould get 
control of the legislature and then improve their conditions. 

The Chartists had almost no influence in I’arliament, and their 
agitation had consequently to be carried on outside in w'orking- 
men’s associations, in tlie cheap jjress, in popular songs and 
poems, in monster meetings addressed by impassioned orators, 
in numerous and unprecedentedly large petitions. One of these 
was presented in 1839. It was in the form of a large cylinder 
of parchment about four feet in diameter, and was said to liave 
been signed by 1,286,0()() persons. The petition w'as summarily 
rejected. Notwithstanding this failure iuiother was presented 
in 1842, signed, it was asserted, by over three million persons. 
Borne through the streets of London in a great procession it 
was found too large to bo carried through the door of the House 
of Commons. It was therefore cut up into several parts and 
deposited on the floor. This, too, was rejected, as unworthy of 
serious consideration. 

The Chartist movement lasted about ten years, from 1838 to 
1848. It had periods of quiet, followed by periods of great 
activity. The latter were genei-ally contemporary with hard 
times. The whole movement was born of the great distress and 
misery of the English w orking class. l]Afpj;tunately it.lackcd^ 
a ble le adership. Many of its supporters were men of ability, 
devotion, and disinterestedness, but during most of the time the 
real leader was Feargus O’Connor, an able orator, but a weakr 
vain, unstable man, who knew better how to alienate thasc who 
naTuFalTy*^ wTshed to co-operate than to consolidate and magnify 
a party. The Chartists themselves divided into two groups: 
those who wished to use only peaceful methods in their agitation, 
and those who wished to make an ultimate appeal to physical 
force, believing the other method entirely ineffective. Whenever 
the physical-fo,»'ce Chartists attempted to act according to their 
principle they were severely punished. 
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The Chartist could look to neither great party for aid. The 
movement smoldered on for ten years, blazing up threateningly 
in times of unusual distress. Indeed, it was a kind of barometer 
measuring the misery of the people and their sense of injustice. 
After 1848 the movement subsided. Encouraged by the Frencl^' 
Revolution of that year the Chartists held a great national con-f; 
vention or people’s parliament in London, and planned a vasl^ 
demonstration on belialf of the Charter. Half a million men 
were to accompany a new petition to Parliament, which it was 
e\])ected would be overawed and would then yield to so imposing 
a demand of an insistent people. The Government was sd 
alarmed that it entrusted tlie safety of lajndon to the Duke of 
Wellington, then seventy-nine years of age. His arrangements^ 
were made with his accustomed thoroughness. One hundred and 
seventy thousand special constables were enrolled, one of whom 
was Louis Napoleon, who before the year was out was to be 
President of the French Re])ublic. The result was that the 
street demonstration was a failure, and the petition, examined by. 
a committee of the House, was found to contain, not 5,706, OOO! 
signatures, as asserted, but less than two million. It was- 
summarily rejected. The movement died out owing to ridicule,! 
internal quarrels, but ])articularly because of tlie growing pros- 
])erity of the country, which resulted from the abolition of the 
Corn Laws and the adoption of Free Trade. 

It is difficult to af)praise the value and significance of this 
movement. Judged su[)erficially and by immediate results the 
Chartists failed completely. Yet most of tlie changes they 
advocated liave since been brought about. There are now no 
property qualifications for members of the House of Commons, 
and the secret ballot has been secured ; the suffrage is enjoyed by 
the immense majority of men, though not by all, and by several 
million women; the ^layment of members has been adopted for 
the House of Commons though not for the House of Lords. 
Parliaments are now elected for five years. It seems that some 
of the tremendous inqietus of Kngland toward democracy, which 
grew so marked toward the close of the nineteenth century, wms 
derived «from this movement of which Carlyle \vrote in 1839: 
“ The matter of Chartism is weighty, deep-rooted, far-extending; 
did not begin yesterday ; will by no means end this day or 
tomorrow.” 

Simultaneov^sly with the Chartist Movement another was 
going on which had a happier issue. The adoption of the 
principle of Free Trade must always remain a great event in 
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Englisli liistorv, and was the culmination of a remarkable move- 
ment that extended over forty years, though its most decisive 
phase was concentrated into a few years of intense activity. 
The change was complete from a policy whicli England in common 
with tlic rest of the world had followed for centuries. 

In 1815 England believed thorouglily in protection. Hundreds 
iof articles were subject to duties as tliey entered tlie country, 
manufactured articles, raw materials. English sliipping was 
also protected by the Navigation Laws. The most important 
-single interest among all tliose protected was agriculture. Par- 
liament in 1815 was a j)arliament of landlords, and their legisla- 
tion was naturally favorable to their interest. Corn is a word 
used in England to describe wheat and breadstuffs generally. 
The laws imposing duties on corn were the keystone of the whole 
system of protection, because they affected the most influential 
class in the nation and the one, moreover, which made the laws. 
The advocates of free trade necessarily therefore delivered their 
fiercest assaults upon the Corn Laws. If these could be over- 
thrown it was believed that the whole system would fall. Not 
until they were abolished would England be a free trade country. 
’The Corn Law of 1815 forbade the importation of foreigi) corn 
until the price should have reached ten shillings a bushel. Later, 
in 1828, in ])lace of tlie fixed duty, was put the so-called sliding 
scale, the duty on foreign grain going up as tlie price of domestic 
grain fell, and decreasing as the home ])rice rose. But the object 
was the same, high protection of Britisli grain growers. This 
was the particular feature which the reformers attacked. But 
for a long while the landlord class was so entrenched in political 
power that the law remained impregnable. Small and piecemeal 
attacks were therefore made u])on otlier parts of the system, 
teuskisson in 1823—5 succeeded in carrying through a modifica- 
|tion of the Navigation Laws of 1651. Previously all commerce 
between England and her colonies liad to be carried on in English 
ships ; and all commerce between England and any other country 
had to be carried on by Phiglish ships or by those of the country 
concerned. An act was passed in 1823 em])owering the Govern- 
ment to conclude reciprocity treaties wuth foreign Ciountries, 
admitting their ships to British ports on the same conditions as 
Jiritish ships, if they w^ould |)ut British shipping on the same 
footing of equality with their own in their ports. This o])ened 
Ihe way for the ultimate abolition of all restraints upon naviga- 
tion. Huskisson also succeeded in securing legislation reducing 
duties on almost all foreign manufactures and on many raw 
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materials. These clianges were a beginning in the direction of 
freer trade, but they did not touch tlie strongest interest, tlie 
landowners, protected by the Corn Laws. 

F\)r the next few years public interest was absorbed in tlie 
various reforms already described. In 1841 the Whig party, 
then under the leadership of Lord Melbourne, the successor to 
F]arl Grey, was overthrown, and Sir Robert Peel, leader of the 
Conservatives, became prime minister. His ministry lasted from 
1841 to 1846. The financial condition of the state was bad, and 
the distress of the laboring classes general and acute. To pro- 
vide a surplus in place of a deficit, and to relieve trade Peel 
carried through an extensive tariff* reform. In 1842 there were 
about 1,200 articles subject to tariff duties. Peel succeeded-in 
abolishing or reducing the rates on about 750 of them. But the 
most im})ortant interest still remained essentially unaffected. 
Tlie great struggle for free trade came over the Corn Laws. 

In 1889 there was founded, in Manchester, a great manufacturer 
ing center, tlie Anti-Corn-Law League. Its leader was iliehartf 
Cobden, a young business man, successful, traveled, thoughtfulj. 
Cobden was convinced that the Corn Laws interfered with th^ 
growth of British manufaefures. He was soon joined by John 
Bright, like himself a manufacturer, unlike him, one of the great 
popular orators of the nineteenth century. The League, under 
these two leaders, and Villiers, a member of Parliament, began 
an earnest agitation. It attempted to convince Finglishmcn that 
they should completely reverse their commercial policy in the 
interest of their own prosperity. The methods of the League 
were business-like and thorough. Its campaign was one of per- 
suasion. It distributed a vast number of yiamphlets, setting 
forth the leading arguments. Lecturers were sent to the large 
cities and to small country towns. In a single year f( ur hundred 
lectures were deliverctl to 800,000 persons. A purely voluntaryll 
movement, gifts poured in until in 1845 the League was spending! 
a million and a quarter dollars. Year after year this process of^ 
argumentation Avent on. 

This free trade ])arty consisted of manufacturers and mer- 
chants. . The manufacturers felt that they did not need protec- 
tion against foreigners, as they believed that their own processes,’ 
were so far superior that the latter could not compete Avith them./ 
The home market Avould remain theirs even if b'rench and German 
manufacturers- were at entire liberty to send their commodities 
into Fmgland duty free. They also believed that it AA^as absolutely 
essential for them to gain foreign markets, and that^this could not 
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be done under tlie existing system. Increase your foreign mar- 
Ikets, they said, and you increase the employment of Englislimen 
jin English factories, a thing of utmost importance as the popula- 
tion is growing rapidly. You will only be permitted to export 
freely to other countries if you consent to take freely in pay- 
ment tlie commodities of those countries, their grain, their timber. 
If you will take these, tliey will purchase your woolens, your 
cottons, your hardware, and will not attempt to manufacture 
these themselves. If you do not, you will foster the growth of 
foreign competitors in manufacturing and will make them rivals 
in the markets of Europe, a suicidal policy. “ In France,” said 
one orator, ‘‘ there are millions willing to clothe themselves in 
English garments, and you have millions of hungry mouths to 
take their corn. In Hungary, not being able to sell their corn 
.to England, the people are turning their ca})ital to manufacturing 
^their owm cloth.” Replying to the argument that the removal 
of the Corn Laws would mean the ruin of English agriculture, 
which it was necessary to encourage in order that the country 
might produce an adequate food suj)})ly for its own needs, and not 
become dependent on other countries for the very necessaries of 
life, they pointed to Holland, declaring that it was dei)cndcnt 
I upon every country, that there were no corn laws, yet no scarc- 
ity of food, that wages were high and trade brisk.” One of the 
most effective arguments was that the time had come when the 
increasing population needed cheap food. 

This agitation extended over seven years. It was conducted 
quite independently of j)olitical ])arties. It does not seem, 
however, that the repeal of the Corn Laws could have been 
carried liad it not been for a great natural calamity, the Irish 
famine of 1845. Famine itself, against which we had warred, 
joined us,” said John Rriglit. The food of the vast majority 
of the Irish people was the jjotato. More than half of the eight 
million inhabitants of Ireland depended on it alone for sustenance, 
and with a large part of the rest it was the chief article of diet. 
A failure in the j)otato crop could meaTi nothing less than famine. 
In the fall of 1845 this w\as precisely wdiat impended, for a potato 
disease had set in and it w^as evident that the crop would be 
hopelessly ruined. Potatoes could not be obtained from foreign 
•countries, which, fearing for themselves, w'ere forbidding their 
exportation. At the same time the English grain crops were very 
poor, and foreign grain could not be bought 5y these Irish 
peasants, so high was the duty. The alternatives seemed un- 
avoidable, either starvation for multitudes or cheap grain, which 
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could be obtained only by the repeal of tlie Corn Laws. The 
famine came, and tens of thousands perished of starvation. 
Great charitable gifts from England and America aimed to 
relieve the distress but [iroved inadequate. Finally, in 1846, 
Sir Robert Peel carried against bitter opposition the repeal of 
the Corn Laws by a combination of Conservative and Liberal 
votes.^ But in so doing he split his party. The bill was passed 
by 223 Liberals and 104 Conservatives, against 229 Conserva- 
tives. Peel had come into office in 1841 the head of a party 
pledged to the support of the Corn Law s ; in 1846 he repealed 
them against the passionate opposition of tw^o-thirds of his own 
party. The vengeance of the protectionists w^as not long in 
coming. Peel was shortly overthrown by their votes, uftjer 
having revolutionized the commercial policy of Great Britain., 
Peel had been converted to the theory of free trade some time 
before the Irish crisis. That crisis simply gave an irresistible 
])ractical reason for putting the theory into immediate effect. 

Thei’e still remained after this mai\y duties for protective 
purposes in the English tariff, but the keystone of the whole 
system w^as removed. J[ii 1849 the Navigation Law’s W’ere finally^ 
abolished, and tlie shijis of all the world might compete with 
English ships for the carrying trade to England and her colonies^ 
might enter British harbors as freely as British ships might. 
In 1853 Mr. Gladstone succeeded in having the duties removed 
from 123 articles, and reduced on 133 others. In 1860 the 
number of commodities subject to the tariff was reduced to 48. 
In 1866 the diit\’ on lumber w^as abolished. England still had 
a tariff, but it was for revenue only, not for the protection of 
English industries. Nearly all of the revenue from the tariff, 
which in 1910 amounted to over a hundred and sixty million 
dollars, came from the duties on tobacco, tea, spirits, wane, and 
sugar. England is absolutely dependent upon otlier countries 
for her food supplies. It was evident as early as 1845 that 
Ihiglish agriculture could not support England’s population. 

The tw’enty years succeeding the repeal of the ('orn Law’s were 
years of (jiiiescence and transition. Comparatively few changes 
of importance were made in legislation. Those of greatest 
significance concerned the regulation of employment in factories 
and mines. Such legislation, merciful in its immediate effects 
and momentoiis in the reach of the principles on which it rested, 

1 Until 1849 there was still to he ii duty, but a sliglit one, on corn. Then 
a nominal one of a shilling ii quarter. Tliis was abolished in 1869. 
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was enacted particularly during the decade from 1840 to 1850. 
The initial step in such legislation had been taken in the Factory 
Act of 1833, already described, a law that regulated somewhat 
the conditions under which children and women could be employed 
in the textile industries. But labor was unprotected in many 
other industries, in which gross abuses prevailed. One of the 
most famous parliamentary reports of the nineteenth century 
was that of a commission appointed to investigate the conditions 
in mines. Published in 1842, its amazing revelations revolted 
public opinion and led to quick action. It showed that children 
of five, six, seven 3 ^ears of age were employed underground in 
i coal mines, girls as well as bojrs ; that women as well as men 
labored under conditions fatal to health and morals; that the 
hours were long, twelve or fourteen a day, and the dangers great. 
They were veritable beasts of burden, dragging and pushing 
carts on hands and knees along narrow and low passageways, in 
which it was impossible to stand erect. Girls of eight or ten 
carried heavy buckets of coal on their backs up steej) ladders 
many times a day. The abuses were so astounding and 
sickening that a law was passed in 1842 whicli forbade the 
employment of women and girls in mines; and which permitted 
the emplo\mient of boys of ten for onl^^ three davs a week. 

Once embarked on this policy of j)rotecting the economically 
dependent classes, Ihirliament was forced to go further and 
further in the governmental regulation of private industry. In 
jl844 a law was passed which restricted the labor of children in 
factories to half of eacli dav, or six and a half hours, or the 
whole of every otlier day, the labor of women to twelve hours, 
and also restricting night work still further. The Factory Act 
of 1847, altered somewhat by an act of 1850, practically estab- 
lished a ten-hour day for labor, a demand long urged by the 
laboring class and bitterly opposed by manufacturers as ruinous 
jlo industry, as certain to lower wages, and to drive ca])ital to 
/foreign countries, bv economists as in violation of the laws ” 
bf political economy, by both as a violation of the right of 
jfree contract. , 

Since then a long series of similar statutes has been enacted 
by the English Parliament, wdiich it is licre iinjmssible to describe, 
so extensive and minute, that Morley, writing over forty years 
ago, and speaking of the F’actory and Worksho])* Consolidation 
,Aci of 1878, an act of more than fifty printed pages, virtually a 
labor code cpuld say: “We have to-day a complete, minute, 
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and voluminous code for the protection of labor; buildings must 
be kept pure of effluvia ; dangerous machinery must be fenced ; 
children and young persons must not clean it while in motion; 
their hours are not only limited, but fixed; continuous employ- 
ment must not exceed a given number of hours, varying with the 
trade, but })rcscribed by the law in given cases ; a statutable 
number of holidays is imposed; the children must go to school, 
and the employer must every week have a certificate to that effect ; 
if an accident happens, notice must be sent to tlie proper au- 
thorities; special provisions are made for bake-houses, for lace- 
making, for collieries, and for a whole schedule of other special 
callings ; for the due enforcement and vigilant supervision of this 
immense host of minute prescrij)tions, there is an immense liost 
of inspectors, certifying surgeons, and other authorities, whose 
business it is ‘ to speed and post o’er land and ocean ’ in restless 
guardianship of every kind of labor, from that of the woman who 
plaits straw at her cottage door, to the miner who descends into 
the bowels of the earth, and the seaman who conveys the fruits 
and materials of universal industry to and fro between the 
remotest parts of the globe.” ‘ 

Since 1878 the principle of governmental regulation has been 
much more extensively applied. The labor code of to-day is , 
contained in the Factory and Workshop Act of 1901, called by, 
Dicey ‘‘ the most notable achievement of Knglish socialism.” ~ 

This mid-century period of English history, so sterile in 
political interest, is thus seen to be highly significant in the 
economic sphere. It was the period in which trade-unionism 
grew ra})idly, solidified itself, perfected its machinery, and dis- 
cussed and clarified the demands of the laboring class. The 
effect of this preliminary work was aj)parent later. Working- 
men were receiving ii\ their unions a kind of education in politics 
and management that was a valuable training for the use of the 
suffrage, when they should get it, as they did in 1867. Mean- 
while they came to attach less importance to purely political 
j)rivilegcs, such as those demanded by the Charter, and to study 
far morn carefully social questions, arising from the relations of 

1 Morley, Life of Cohden, Ch. XIII. 

- The Combination Act of 1800, which, in connection with the law of 
conspiracy then in force, made a trade nnion an unlawful association, wa^s 
repealed in 1821../ Since then such organizations Have not been illegal. They 
have grown greatly and now enjoy strong legal protection. See Dicey, Law 
and Opinion in England, 95-102; 190-200; 250-272. 
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capital and labor. During these years a remarkable change of 
/opinion was going on. The beauties of individualism were seen 
,jto be less attractive; the advantages of collectivism or socialism 
'were more and more empliasized. The economic and social 
beliefs of large classes of the population were undergoing a pro- 
found transformation. The revolution of thought was one tend- 
ing distinctly toward socialism.^ This transformation was 
proceeding quietly, and its significance did not become apparent 
until after the passage of the Reform Rill of 1867. 

This period of comparative inaction in Kngland was a time 
of great and stirring events and changes abroad, tlic period of 
the revolutions of 1848, of tJie Crimean War, in whicli England 
played a leading part, of the making of Italy, the rise of Prussia, 
the dismemberment of Denmark, the humiliation of Austria, the 
ICivil War in the United States. The foreign policy of the 
ministi’}^ was aefive, the domestic very subordinate. 

Yet during tliese years certain internal reforms were carried 
through, wliich are worthy of mention. In 18e58 under the Derby- 
Disraeli ministry Jews were permitted to sit in the House of 
Commons; the oatli required of members containing the words 
“ on the true faith of a Cliristian,” was altered, and thus another 
piece of religious intolerance was removed, anotlier step in the 
secularization of the state taken, and a controversy of twenty- 
five years terminated. Another reform of the same session was 
'the abolition of the property qualification for members of Parlia- 
ment. Thus one point of the Charter was registered quietly. 
The government of India also was greatly altered. 

During many of these years Gladstone was Chancellor of the 
Exchequer (1852-1855; 1859-1866), and in this capacity was 
winning the name of the greatest finance minister since Peel, and 
was laying deep the foundations of his latev j)ower. His policy 
was economy, and the com])letion of the fi’ee trade policy, which 
he believed would augment the prosperity of England. 

By the year 1860 the tariff list had been reduced to 48 articles. 
Largely through Gladstone’s efforts the excise duty on paper 
was abolished, thus furtlieriiig the j)ublication of books an^ papers 
at a price within the reach of the masses. Gladstone also carried 
through a great scheme of using the post offices of England 
as savings banks. Thus each locality could have its savings 

J On this subject see the remarkable Chapter VTT, in Dicey, Law and 
Opinion in Enfjland, entitled, “ The Orowtli of (Collectivism.” On Trade 
Unionism see Bright, IHstory of England, IV, 401-406. 
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banks without the creation of an entirely new and elaborate 
machinery. The system went into force in 1861, and has proved 
very successful in encouraging thrift among the working classes. 
Before the end of 1862, 180,000 accounts had been opened. 
Since then the deposits have increased each year. In 1907 these 
postal savings banks had deposits of £157,500,000, and the 
number of depositors was nearly 10,700,000. Deposits may be 
made from a shilling upward. The interest is small, but the 
security, that of the State, is perfect. Every little hamlet thus 
has its institution for savings, the local j)ost office. Walpole 
calls this use of the post office the most efficient machinery for 
the encouragement of thrift that the world had ever seen, or the 
imagination of man had ever conjectured.” Two years later, inl^ 
1864, Mr. Gladstone w^as able to folknv uj) this success by another j 
using the same machinery of the post office for the selling o^ 
small life insurance policies, to tlie maximum amount of a hundred 
pounds. Thus w^orkingmen wuth small incomes were enabled tc^ 
insure their lives chea])ly, and with a sense of absolute safety. 
While from the point of vicAV of politics, of internal reforms 
eff'ccted by legislation, this period, from 1846 to 1866, is unusu- 
ally barren and iiisignihcant, changes of great im])ortance wx're 
occurring in the domain of industry and science. The printing 
press w^as being perfected, which cheapened vastly the cost of 
production of ncwspa})ers and books, rendering the large circula- 
fion ])ossiblo, which is so characteristic and vital a feature of 
the modern world, and which has contributed immensely to the 
democratic evolution of England. Railway construction ad- 
vanced rapidly, the drawing power of locomotives was greatly 
augmented, iron shi})s were supplanting wooden, machinery w^as 
applied to agriculture, the sewing machine, which astonishingly 
lightened the w'ork of the home, and w hich inaugurat< d a revolu- 
tion in the clothing trade, was being very widely adopted, 
implements of war wou’e being increased in power and deadliness. 
During this period the Atlantic Cable was finally laid, after 
great and distressing failures, by an American, Cyrus Field, 
supported by British capitalists. As a constxjucnce, cables were 
later laid in every direction, which wore to bind the wdiole world 
together by their rapid transmission of ikwvs, profoundly alter- 
ing the conditions of commerce and international relations.^ 
During the period of transition just described, England was 
outgrowing old forms of thought and organization, was evidently 
tending towards democracy. Yet this general trend was not mir- 
1 On this remarkable chapter of history see Walpole, History of Twenty^ 
five Years, I, Ch. 7. 
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rored in her political life and institutions. Parliament remained 
what the Reform Bill of 1832 had made it. From 1832 to 1867 
there was no alteration either in the franchise or in the distribu- 
tion of seats in the House of Commons. This was the .crj^of 
fiddle c]43j5LXule5 as its predecessor had been one of aristocratic 
rule. ^ 

But durinff this period the demand was frequently made that 
tlie suffrage be extended. Not more than one man in six then 
liad the right to vote. Tfie demand was ])ressed by the Chartists 
from 1838 to 1848. After that, from time to time, proposals 
were made in Parliament to enlarge the electorate. Bills to this 
effect were introduced in 1852, 1854, 1859, and 1860, but none 
of them progressed far. Both parties treated them gingerly 
and with trepidation. Furthermore, the exceptional position 
held by one man in English public life during these years. Lord 
Palmerston, was a deterrent, for Palmerston was strongly 
opposed to change in the institutions of England. So command- 
ing was his personality tliat it came in a way to be tacitly 
understood that no change should be attem})ted as long as he 
remained in politics. But in 1865 Lord Palmerston died, and 
shortly afterward liOrd Derby and Earl Russell passed from the 
scene of politics. In place of the old-time statesmen, two younger 
men, neither of whom feared innovation, occupied the center of 
the stage, Gladstone and Disraeli. Their rivalry was to consti- 
tute the central thread of parliamentary history for many years. 

Then, too, the success of the United States in the Civil War 
greatly encouraged the democratic party in England, for it 
was considered a triumph of democracy over aristocracy. More- 
over, in that war the sympathy of the working classes in England 
had been steadfastly with the North, though they suftered 
greatly from the war, while the upper classes had largely favored 
the South. The ])eople, in other words, hac4been right, when the 
favored class had not, and when the ministry had so handled its 
relations with the United States as to leave an ugly feeling and 
a grave diplomatic difficulty behind to harass the coming years. 
Were not people who had sliown siicli moral and intellectual 
qualities worthy of any share in the government of England.^ 
Thus the question of tlie further extension of tlie suffrage came 
once more prominently before the English peojde and Parliament. 

In 1866 Mr. Gladstone, leader of the House of Commons, 
under Earl Russell as prime minister, brought foiward a bill to 
enlarge the electorate. Earl Russell had himself of recent years 
been favorabl(i to reform. By the bill of 1832 the suffrage was 



EXTENSION OF THE SUFFRAGE 


437 


given in the boroughs to tliose owning or occupying ” houses 
or buildings yielding ten pounds a year. From 1832 to 1867 
. consequently ruled by the ‘‘ten pound house- 
holders.” But five out of every six men could not meet this 
qualification, and were, therefore, without political power. The 
masses of workingmen could not afford to pay ten pounds a year 
for the houses in which fliey lived. 

The measure now introduced proposed but a slight change. 
In boroughs the suffrage was to be extended ho seven pound house- 
holders. This would add only about 150,000 to the number of 
voters. The county franchise was not to be treated even as 
liberally as the borough. The timidity of this measure, and the 
half-hearted way in which it was urged, encouraged all the 
opponents of change, and failed to arouse any counteracting 
interest among the unenfranchised outside of Parliament. The 
Conservatives were united against it, and a body of the Liberals 
joined them. There was no sign tliat the people wanted the 
measure, therefore this coalition did not hesitate to defeat it. 
The ministry resigned and Derby became j)rime minister, with 
Disraeli as leader of the House of (\)mmons. The Conserva- 
tives were now in j)ower, and the opponents of reform thought 
that they had effectually stemmed the advance toward democ- 
racy. Novel* were politicians more completely deceived. The 
peo[)le instantly became alert and indignant at the rejection of 
even so modest a measure. Gladstone, in his final s])eech on the 
bill, had exclaimed defiantly to his opponents, “ You cannot fight 
against the future; time is on our side,” a phrase that now 
became a battle cry. (Gladstone, aroused, lost all his timidity 
and became a fiery a|)ostle of an extensive reform. A determined 
effort was made to influence the peoj)le, and it succeeded. 

Mr. Briglit, with ill-concealed menace, incited th. people to 
renew the scenes of '1832. “You know what your fathers did; 
thirty-four years ago, and you know the result. The men who, 
in every speech they utter, insult the workingmen, describing 
them as a multitude given up to ignorance and vice, will be the 
first to yield when the popular will is loudly and resolutely 
expressod. If Parliament Street, from Gliaring Cross to the| 
venerable Abbey, were filled with men seeking a Reform Bill these| 
slanderers of their countrymen would learn to be civil, if they did^ 
not learn to love freedom.” Under the influence of such incite- 
ment the people speedily lost their indifference, and great popular 
demonstrations of the familiar kind occurred in favor of the bill. 

Seeing this, and feeling that reform was inevitf^ble, and that, 
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such being the case, the Conservative party might as well reap 
the advantages of granting it as to allow those advantages to 
accrue to others, Disraeli in the following year, 1867, introduced 
a reform bill. This was remodeled almost entirely by the 
Liberals, who, led by Gladstone, defeated the proposals of the 
ministry time after time, and succeeded in having their own 
principles incorporated in the measure. The bill as finally passed 
|was largely tlie work of Gladstone, practically everything he 
lasked being in the end conceded, but it was the audacity and 
Isublety and resourcefulness of Disraeli that succeeded in getting 
a very radical bill adopted by the very same legislators who the 
year before had rejected a moderate one. 

The bill as finally ])assed in August, 1867, closed the rule of 
the middle class in England, and made England a democracy, 
^toic^franchise in boroughs was given to all householders. Thus, 
j instead of ten pound or seven pound householders, all house- 
holders, whatever the value of their houses, were admitted; also, 
all Ipdgers who liad occupied for a year lodgings of the value, 
'unfurnished, of ten pounds, or about a dollar a week. In the| 
counties the suffrage was given to all those who owned property| 
yielding five })ounds clear income a year, rather than ten pounds, f 
as previously ; and to all occupiers wlio paid at least twelve 
pounds, rather than fifty pounds, as hitherto. Thus the better 
class of laborers in the boroughs, and practically all tenant 
^farmers in the counties, received the vote. By this bill the 
number of voters was nearly doubled.^ 

So sweeping 'was the measure that the prime minister him- 
self, Lord Derby, called it a lea]) in the dark.” Cailyle, fore- 
casting a dismal future, called it shooting Niagara.” Robert 
liowe, whose memorable attacks had been largely instrumental in 
defeating the meager measure of the year before, now said, we 
must educate our masters.” It should be noted that during the 
debates on this bill, John Stuart Mill made a strongly reasoned 
speech in faA^or of granting the suffrage to women. The House 
considered the proposition highly humorous. Nevertheless, this 
movement, then in its very beginning, was destined to persist 
and grow. 

Acts, similar in principle though differing in detail, were 
passed in 1868 for Scotland and Ireland. 

1 Just before 18(57 the county voters numbered 7(58,705; the borough 
voters 602,088. By 1871 the former had increased to 1,05*6,467; the latter 
to 1,470,956. 
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Mr. Gladstone possessed a more comiuanding niajoritv than 
aiij prime minister had had since 1832. As tlie enlargement of 
the franchise in 1832 had been succeeded by a ])eriod of bold 
and sweeping reforms, so was that of 1867 to be. Mr. Gladstone 
was a perfect representative of the ])revailing national mood. 
The recent campaign had sliown that the ])eo])le were ready for 
a period of reform, of important constructive legislation. Sup- 
|)orted by sucJi a majority, and by a public opinion so vigorous 
and enthusiastic, Gladstone stood forth master of the situation. 
No statesman could hope to liave more favorable conditions 
attend his entrance into power. He was the head of a strong, 
united, and resolute party. The ministry contained a remark- 
able array of able men. Mr. Briglit was there, one of the most 
elocpient orators who have spoken tlie Englishi tongue; Mr. 
Forster, Mr. Gosclien, Mr. Lowe, and Lord Clarendon were 
also members. 

The man who thus became prime minister at the age of fifty- 
nine was one of tlie notable figures of modern English history. 
His parents were Scotch. His father liad hewed out his own 
career, and from small beginnings had, by energy and talent, 
made himself one of the wealthiest and most influential men in 
Liverpool, and had been elected a member of Parliament. 
Young William Ewart Gladstone received ‘‘ the be«^!: education 
then going ” at Etoif College and Oxford Ihiiversity, in both of 
which institutions he stood out among his fellows. At Eton his 
most intimate friend was Arthur Hallam, the man whose splendid 
eulogy is Tennysoids In Memoriam. His career at Oxford was 
crowned by brilliant scholarly successes, and here he also dis- 
tinguislu'd himself as a speaker in the Union, the university 
debating club. In one of the discussions he denounced the Reform 
Bill of 1832, then pending in Parliament, as destined to change 
the form of government and subvert the social order. Before 
leaving the university his thought and inclination were to take 
orders in the church, but his father was opposed to this and the 
son yielded. In 1833 he took his seat in the Houstf of Commons 
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as representative for one of the rotten borouglis wliich the Reform 
Bill of the previous year had not abolislicd. He was to be a 
member of that bod}^ for over sixty years, and fpr more than 
half that time its leading* member. Before attaining the 
premiership, therefore, in 1868, he had had a long political career 
and a varied training, had held many offices, culminating in the 
Chancellorship of the Exchequer and tlie leadership of the House 
of Commons. Beginning as a Conservative (Macaulay called 
him in 1838 the “ rising hope of the stern and unbending 
Tories ”), he came under the influence of Sir Robert Peel, a man 
who, conservative by instinct, was gifted with unusual prescience 
and adaptibility, and who ])ossessed the courage required to be 
inconsistent, the wisdom to change as the world changed. Glad- 
stone had, after a long })eriod of transition, landed in the o])positc 
camp, and was now the leader of the Liberal Party. By reason 
jof his business ability, shown in the management of the nation’s 
Iflnances, his knowledge of parliamentary history and procedure, 
'his moral fervor, his elevation of tone, liis intrepidity and courage, 
;his reforming s])irit, and his remarkable eloquence, he was 
eminently qualified for leadershif). When almost sixty he became 
prime minister, a position he was destined to fill four times, dis- 
playing marvelous intellectual and physical energy. His admin- 
istration, lasting from 1868—1874, is called the Great Ministry. 
The key to his })olicy is found in his rejnark to a friend when the 
summons came from the Queen for him to form a ministry : ‘‘ My 
mission is to pacify Ireland.” The Irish (juestion, in fact, was 
to be the most absorbing interest of Mr. Gladstone’s later politi- 
cal career, dominating all four of his ministries. 

To understand the question, a brief survey of Irish history in 
the nineteenth century is necessary. Ireland was all through 
the century the most discontented and wretched part of the 
British Empire. While England constantly grew in numbers 
and wealth, Ireland decreased in po])ulation, and her misery in- 
creased. In 1815 Ireland was inhabited by two peoples, the 
native Irish, who were Catholics, and settlers from England and 
Scotland, who were for the most part Anglicans or Presbyterians. 
The latter were a small but powerful minority. ^ 

The fundamental cause of the Irish (jiiestion lay in the fact 
that Ireland was a comjuered country, that the Irish were a sub- 
ject race. As early as the twelfth century the English began to 
invade the island. Attempts made by the Irish af various times 
during six hundred years to repel and drive out the invaders only 
resulted in rendering their subjection more complete and more 
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galling. Irisli insurrections have been pitilessly punished, and 
race hatred has been the consuming emotion in Ireland for cen- 
turies. The ^contest was unecjual, owing to the far greater 
resources of England during all tliis time. Tlie result of this 
turbulent history was tliat in 1815 the Irish were a subject 
peo])le in their own land, as they had t)een for centuries, and that 
tliere were several evidences of this so conspicuous and so 
burdensome that most Irislimen could not pass a day without 
feeling the bitterness of their situation. It was a hate-laden 
atmosphere which they breathed. 

The marks of subjection were various. The Irish did not own 
tlie land of Ireland, which had once belonged to their ancestors. 
Tfie various conquests by English rulers had been followed by 
extensive confiscations of the land. Particularly extensive w'as 
that of Cromwell. These lands were given in large estates to 
Englishmen. The Irish were mere tenants, and most of them 
tenants-at-w ill, on lands that now^ belonged to others. The 
Irish have ahvays regarded themselves as the rightful owners of 
the soil of Ireland, have regarded the English landlords as 
usurpers, and have desired to recover possession for themselves. 
Hence there arose the agrarian question, a ])art of the general 
Irish problem. 

Again, in 1815 the Irish w^ere the victims of religious intoler- 
ance. At the time of the Reformation they remained Catholic, 
while the Phiglisli separated from Rome. Attempts to force the 
Anglican Church upon them only stiffened tlieir oj)))osition. 
Nevertheless, in 1815 thev were ])aying tithes to the Anglican 
Clmrch in Ireland, though they were themselves ardent Catholics, 
never entered a Protestant church, and wTre supporting their own 
churches by voluntary gifts. Thus tlie 3 ^ contributed to two 
cliurclies, one alien, which tliey hated, and one to w ln\ h they w^ere 
(k'voted. Thus a [ilirt of tlie Irish problem was tlie religious 
(jiiestion. 

Again, in 1815 the Irish did not make tlie laws which governed 
them. In 1800 their se])arate Parliament in Dublin was abol- 
ished, and from 1801 there was only one Parliament in Great 
Britain, •that in London. While Ireland henceforth liad its quota 
of representatives in the House of Commons, it was ahvays a 
ho])eless minority. Moreover, the Irish members did not really 
represent the large majority of the Irish, as no Catholic could 
sit in the Hoifse of Commons. There was this strange anomaly 
that, while the majority of tlie Irish could vote for members of 
Parliament, they must vote for Protestants — a bitter mockery. 
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The Irish demanded the right to govern tliemselves. Tims an- 
other aspect of the problem was purely ])olitical. 

The abuse just mentioned was removed in 1829,^ when Cath- 
olic Emancipation was carried, whicli henceforth permitted 
Catholics to sit in the House of Commons. The English states- 
men granted this concession only when forced to do so by the 
imminent danger of civil war. The Irish consequently felt no 
gratitude. Moreover, at the moment when C'atholics were being 
admitted to Parliament, most of them lost their vote by tlie much 
higher franchise qualification enacted at the same time, for the 
qualification was raised in Ireland from forty shillings to ten 
pounds, though for England it remained at forty shillings. 
Shortly after Catholic Emancipation had been achieved, the Irish, 
under the matchless leadership of ()’('onnell, endeavored by much 
the same methods to obtain the repeal of the Union between 
England and Ireland, effected in 1801, and to win back a sepa- 
rate legislature and a large measui'e of independence. This 
movement, for some time very formidable, failed completely, owing 
to the iron determination of the English that the union should 
not be broken, and to the fact that the leader, O’Connell, was 
not willing in last resort to risk civil war to accomplish the 
result, recognizing the liopelessness of such a contest. Tliis 
movement came to an end in 1843. However, a number of the 
younger followers of O’Connell, chagrined at his peaceful methods, 
formed a^pciety called Young Ireland,” the aim of which was 
Irish independence and a republic. They rose in revolt in the 
troubled year, 1848. The revolt, however, was easily put down. 

As if Ireland did not suffer enough from political and social 
evils, an appalling catastrophe of nature was added. The Irish 
famine of 1845-7, to which reference has already been made, was 
a tragic calamity, far-reaching in its effects. The repeal of the 
Corn Laws did not check it. The distress Continued for several 
years, though gradually growing less. The potato crop of 1846 . 
was inferior to that of 1845, and the harvests of 1848 and 1849 ^ 
were far from normal. Charity sought to aid, but was insuffi- 
cient. The government gave money, and later gave rations. In 
March 1847 over 700,000 people were receiving government 
support. In March and April of that year the deaths in the 
workhouses alone were more than ten thousand a month. 
Peasants ate roots and lichens, or flocked to the cities in the 
agony of despair, lioping for relief. Mulhitudes fled to England 

1 Catholics were permitted to hold offices after 1828 by the abolition of 
the Test Acts. 
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or crowded the emigrant ships to America, dying by the thousands 
of fever or exhaustion. It was a long drawn out horror, and 
when it was over it was found that the population had decreased 
from about 8,300,000 in 1845 to less than 6,600,000 in 1851. 
Since then the decrease occasioned by emigration has continued. 
By 1881 the population had fallen to 5,100,000, by 1891 to 

4.700.000, by 1901 to about 4,450,000. Since 1851 perhaps 

4.000. 000 Irish have emigrated. Ireland, indeed, is probably 
the only country whose population decreased in the nineteenth 
century. 

For many years after the famine, and the failure of Young 
Ireland ’’ in 1848, Irish politics were (juiescent. Year after 
year the ceaseless emigration to the United States continued. 
Finally, there was organized among the Irish in America a secret 
society, called the Fenians, whose purpose was to achieve the 
inde])endence of the republic of Ireland. The Irish in the two 
countries co-operated, and in 1865 and 1866 were active, 
elames Stephens, the leader in Ireland, announced that the flag 
of the Irish republic would be raised in 1865. The Government, 
alarmed, took stringent measures, arresting many of the leaders, 
and even securing from Parliament the suspension of the Habeas i 
Corpus Act in Ireland. In May 18(56 the Fenians in the United! 
States attem[)ted an invasion of Canada. About 1,200 of them/ 
crossed the Niagara lliver, but were soon driven back, though' 
only after blood had been shed. Several, taken prisoners, were 
tried by courts-martial and shot. In 1867 various Fenian out-! 
rages occurred in Ireland and in England. There were many 
arrests, trials, and some executions. The chief significance of 
the Fenian movement was the alarm it aroused in England, and 
the vivid evidence it gave of the unrest and deep-rooted discon- 
tent of Ireland. The Irish question thus becami again an 
exciting to])ic for discussion, a problem pressing upon Parlia- 
ment for solution. 

When Gladstone came into power in 1868 he was resolved to 
pacify the Irish by removing some of their im)re pronounced 
grievances, the three branches of the Irish T^pas trecj as he called 
them — the Irish Church, the Irish land laws, and Irish educational 

The question of the Irish Church was the first one attacked. 
This was the Anglican Church established and endowed in Ireland 
at the time of the Reformation. It was a branch of the Church 
of England. Its position was anomalous. It was a state church, 
yet it was the church not of the people, but of a small minority. 
Established to win over the Catliolics to P rotes ta^itisin, it had 
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signally failed of its purpose. Its members numbered less than 
an ciglitli of the population. Tliere were many parishes, about 
150, in which there was not a single member. There were nearly 
900 in which there were less than fifty members. Yet these 
places were provided with an Anglican clergyman and a place 
of worsliip, generally the former Catholic cliurch building. 
*Tlie Church was maintained b}^ its endowment and by the tithes 
wliich the Catliolics, as well as the Protestants, })aid. Sidney 
Smith said of tliis institution : “ On an Irish Sabbath the bell 
of the neat parish church often summons to service only the 
parson and an occasional conforming clerk ; while two hundred 
yards off, a thousand Catholics are huddled together in a 
miserable hovel, and pelted by all the storms of heaven,” and he 
added, “ There is no abuse like it in all Kuro])e, in all Asia, in 
all the discovered })arts of Africa, and in all that we have heard 
of Timbuctoo.” Tliis favored corporation did not even dis- 
charge its religious functions wdtii zeal. ]\Iany a clergyman 
used his position simply for the salary attached, emjiloyed a 
curate to perform his duties, and himself lived in England. 
The Irish resisted the ])ayment of tithes, and the result was the 
so-called tithe war, in which the peasant’s pro))erty, his cow or 
goat, his chickens or kettles, yvere seized and sold for payment. 
Even such methods yvere not successful. In out of £104,000 

due only £12,000 could be collected. At length, in 1838, 
the system yvas abandoned. The tithes were made a tax uj)on 
the land, which simply meant that the jieasants no longer })aid 
them directly, but paid them indirectly in the form of the in- 
creased rent demanded by the landlord. The Catholics yvere still 
supporters of a wx^althy and alien corporation. Meanwhile, their 
owm priests w^ere exceedingly poor, and their oyvn services had to 
be held in the o])en air or in yvretched buildings. The existence 
of this alien church was regarded as humili/lting and oj)pressive. 
j Gladstone in 1809 ])rocured the passage of a law abolishing 
tithes, even in this roundabout form, and disestablishing and 
Ipartly disendowing the Church. The Church henceforth ceased 
^|to be connected with fhe State. Its bishops lost their seats in, 
Jthe House of Lords. It became a voluntary organiza^Lion and 
'Was permitted to retain a large part of its [)roperty as an 
! Endowment. The rest was to be a|)propriated as Parliament 
s^hould direct. It was to have all the church buildings yvhich it 
had formerly possessed. It was still very rich,* but the con- 
nection with the Church of England was to cease tlanuary 1, 
1871. The bill, though very favorable to the Church, was 
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denounced as sheer robbery, as “ highly offensive to Almighty ^ 
God/’ as the greatest national sin ever committed.” Never- 
theless, it passed and became law. One branch of the famous 
Upas tree had been lopped off. 

Gladstone now approached a far more serious and perplexing 
problem — the system of land tenure. Ireland was almost 
exclusively an agricultural country, yet the land was chiefly 
owned, not by tliose who lived on it and tilled it, but by a com- 
paratively small number of landlords, who held large estates. 
Many of these were Englishmen, absentees, who rarely or 
never came to Ireland, and who regarded their estates simply 
as so many sources of revenue. The business relations 
with their tenants were carried on by tagents or bailiffs, 
whose treatment of the tenants was frequently harsh and exas- 
perating. In the minds of the Irish their landlords were 
foreigners, who had acquired by robbery land which they regarded 
as rightly belonging to themselves. This initial injustice they 
never forgot. There had been from the beginning a wide gulf 
between the two. As, however, there were almost no industries 
in Ireland, the inhabitants were obliged to have land. They 
were, therefore, in an economic sense, at the mercy of the land- 
lord. There was, projierly speaking, no competition among land- 
owners to rent their land, forcing them, therefore, to treat their 
tenants with some liberality and consideration. There was com-| 
petition only among the ap])licants for land, applicants so' 
numerous that they would offer to pay much more for a little* 
])lot on which to raise their potatoes, which furnished the chief ; 
food, than the value of the land justified. The result was that 
in many cases they could not ])ay the stif)ulated rent and were 
evicted. Their position only became still more deplorable, for 
land they must have or starve; consequently, -hey would 
promise a higher rent to some other landlord, with, in the end, 
another eviction as a result. Now, eviction was easy, becaus.e 
these petty farmers were tenants-at-will, that is, tenants who 
must leave their holdings at the will and pleasure of the land- 
lord, or on short notice, generally six months, obviously a most 
insecurcy^form of tenure. Lands were not rented for a year or 
five years or ten, but only as long as the owner should see fit. 
Occupation could be terminated abruptly by the landlord, 
starvation faced the peasant. Moreover, Irish landlords rented, 
as was correctly stated at the time, not farms, that is, land and 
the necessary buildings and improvements, but simply land. 
The tenant put up at his own expense such buildings and made 
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such improvements in the way of fences, draining, clearing, fer- 
tilizing, as he could, or wished; in very many cases the land 
would liavc had no value whatever, but for these improvements. 
Yet, as tlic law tlien stood, when a landlord evicted his tenant he 
was not obliged to pay for any buildings or improvements made 
iduring the tenant’s occu})ation. He simply approjoriated so 
much property created by the tenant. 

It would be liard to conceh'^e a more unwise or unjust svstem. 
It encouraged indolence and slothfulness. The land was 
wretcliedly cultivated, because good cultivation of it was penal- 
ized. Why should a tenant work hard to im])rove the quality 
of his holding, to erect desirable farm buildings, when lie knew 
that this would merely mean a higher rent or his eviction in 
favor of some one wlio would offer a higher rent, in which case 
all his improvements would benefit others and not himself? In 
other words, it was a positive disadvantage to a tenant to be 
prosperous. If prosperous, he made efforts to conceal the fact, 
as did the peasants in pr(‘- revolutionary France. Now, the 
social effects of this system were disastrous in the extreme. 
Chronic and shocking misery was the lot of the Irish jieasantry. 

The Irish peasant,” says an official English document of the 
time, is the most poorly nourished, most poorly housed, most 
poorly clothed of any in Europe; he has no reserve, no capital. 
He lives from day to day.” His house was generally a rude 
stone hut, with a dirt floor. The census of 1841 established the 
fact that in the case of forty-six per cent, of the ])0])ulation, the 
entire family lived in a house, or, more properly, hut of a single 
room. Frequently the room served also as a barn for the live 
stock. 

Stung by the misery of their position, and by the injustice of 
the laws that protected the landlord, and that gave them only 
two hard alternatives, surrender to the lairtllord, or starvation, 
and believing that when evicted they were also robbed, and 
goaded by the hopeless outlook for the future, tlie Irish, in wild 
rage, committed many atrocious agrarian crimes, murders,^ arson, 
the killing or maiming of cattle. This in turn brought a new 
coercion law from the English Parliament, which only aggravated 
the evil. 

Such was the situation. Mr. Gladstone, desiring to govern 
Ireland, not according to English, but according to Irish ideas, 
faced it resolutely. He had an important argufnent at hand. 
While the system just described was the one prevailing through- 
out most of Ireland, a different one had grown up in a single 



THE LAND ACT OF 1870 447 

province, Ulster, the so-called system of '' tenant right.” The!'' 
tenant’s right was undisturbed possession of his holding as long' 
as he paid his rent, ixnd fair payment for all permanent improve- 
ments, in case he should relinquish his holding, whether volun-, 
tarily or because of inability to pay the rent. This was mere 
custom, not law. But the result was that the peasants of Ulster 
were hard-working and prosperous, whereas in the rest of Ire- 
land the contrary was the case. The outgoing peasant received, 
as a matter of fact, for his improvements from five to twenty 
times the amount of his annual rent. It paid liiin, tlierefore, to 
make them. Mr. Gladstone took this local custom and made it 
a law for all Ireland. In the Liaud.Act of 1870 it was ])rovided 
that if evicted for any other reason than for the non-pa vment 
of rent, the tenant could (‘laim com[)ensation for disturbance 
from the landlord, and also that he was to receive compensation 
for all improvements of a f)ermanent cluiracter on giving up his 
holding. It was hoped that thus the ])easants would have a 
sense of security in their occupation, and that with security would ’ 
come prosperity and ])cace. 

There were certain other clauses in the bill, not greatly 
approved by Gladstone, but strongly urged by Mr. Bright, whose 
influence with the people Gladstone did not wish to alienate. 
Bright desired that the Irish ])easants should gradually cease 
to be tenants of other ])coplc’s land, and sliould become land- 
owners tliemselves. This could only be done by purchasing the 
estates of the landlords, and this obviously the ])easants were 
unable to do. The Bright clauses, therefore, ])rovided that the 
State should help the ])easant up to a certain amount, he in 
turn repaying the State for the money loaned by easy install- 
ments, covering a long ])eriod of years. Accordingly, carefully 
guarded land purchase clauses were ])ut into this bill. 

The bill thus ])roj)osed went through Parliament with com- 
parative ease. On one point it was vigorously attacked, the 
clause giving a tenant com])ensation from the landlord if the 
landlord evicted him for any other reason than for the non- 
])ayment of rent. This, said Disraeli, is I’evolutionary. It 
alters, by act of Parliament, the nature of ])ro])erty, the thing 
least to be tampered with safely by legislation. The 1 iiidlord 
may no longer do what he wdll wdth his own. In place of absolute 
^ind uncon troljied ownership, you make the tenant part owner, 
tor he can not be evicted as long as he pays his rent. You 
create a hybrid and dangerous form of land tenure, dual owner- 
ship. If you violate the sacredness of property* in land, you 
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may cio It in other kinds, and thus the people will come to see 
that they can acquire property not alone by labor, but by 
taking anotlier’s by act of Parliament. To which the reply was 
that one’s absolute right to property is conditioned upon its 
conducing to the public welfare, that restrictions may be imposed 
wlien in the interest of society as a wdiole, and that the principle 
of the factory acts, and of the laws regulating banking, corj)ora- 
tions, trade unions, was the same. It was simply now being 
applied for the first time to land. 

The Land Act of 1870 did not achieve what was hoped from 
it; did not bring ])eace to Ireland. Landlords found ways of 
evading it, and evictions became more numerous than ever. The 
%ct did not forbid landlords to raise their rents, and did not 
guarantee the tenant com])ensation for disturbance if he were 
evicted for non-payment of rent, only if evicted arbitrarily. 
Practically, then, it was easy for a landlord to get rid of any 
tenant he might wish to, by simply raising his rent to a point 
the tenant could not meet. Nor did the land ])urchase clauses 
prove effective. Only seven sales were made u]) to 1877. 

Nevertheless, the bill was very important, because of the 
principles upon which it was based. One principle was that the 
landlord’s ownership of the soil was not absolute and unrestricted, 
that the tenant was in some sense a partner in the land he tilled, 
in the soil of Ireland. Another was the desirability of enabling 
the tenant to become complete owner. Tlie land-purchase section 
of the act proved ineffective, largely because very timidly ap])lied, 
but it contained an idea that was to grow more and more attrac- 
tive and to be a])])lied in a long series of laws destined in the 
end to be higlily successful. In tlie principles on which it was 
based, the Land Act of 1870 was path-breaking. 

Another measure of this active ministj'v was designed ^to 

provide a national system of elementary education. The educa- 
tional system of England was de))lorably inadequate and ineffi- 
cient, inferior to that of many other countries. England 
possessed the famous endowed schools of Eton, Rugby, Harrow, 
but these and others were for the aristocratic and prosperous 
ijniddle classes. But she ])ossessed no national system of public 
schools for the mass of the population. It was long the accepted 
opinion in England tliat education was no part of the duty of 
the State. , 

The work that the State neglected was discharged in a measure, 
by the various religious denominations. Whatever education 
the children of the working class received, they received in schools 
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maintained by voluntary gifts, generally in connection with a 
church. Most of the schools wx^re Anglican, some were Wesleyan, 
some Catholic, some Jewish. In 1833, Parliament appropriated 
the sum of £20,000 in aid of schools established by volun- 
tary effort. The sum was ludicrously small. Prussia at that 
time was spending many times as much for its popular education, 
and Prussia was a far ])oorer country and a smaller one. Never- 
theless. Parliament tacitly recognized by this vote tliat the State 
had a duty to perform in educating its citizens. The sum was 
enlarged to £*‘30,000 in 18*39. Once embarked upon this 
course, there could be no turning back. The parliamentary 
grant grew greatly, and, between 1860 and 1865, it averaged 
annually not far from £700,000. With this encouragement 
the number of voluntary scliools increased, but was, never- 
theless, totally inadequate to the needs of the nation. It came 
to be generally admitted that this system would not suffice for 
the education of the people. In 1869 it was estimated that of 
4,*‘J00,000 childreri in need of education, 2,000,000 were not in 
school at all, 1,000,000 were in schools that received no grant 
from the government, were uninspected, and were generally of a 
very inferior character, and only 1, *300,000 were in schools aided 
by the State and inspected by the State. Moreover, whatever 
faculties existed were unevenly distributed; many districts being 
entirely without schools. 

Many forces combined now to make the question of popular 
education urgent. IVhen the Avorking classes in tlie boroughs 
were given the suffrage in 1867, the cause of education received 
a great stimulus. We must educate our masters,’’ was the 
watchword. Foreign countries were cited as examples. The 
northern states, which had conquered the southern in the Ameri- 
can Civil War, Avere the home of the common school, and on the 
Continent men spoke of the victory of Prussia oAxr Austria at 
Sadowa as the triumph of the Prussian schoolmaster, meaning 
that the Prussian army aa^s the more intelligent. Moreover, 
the trades-unions, representing Avorkingmen, favored popular 
education. 

The Gladstone ministry carried, in 1870, a bill designed to 
provide England for the first time in her history with a really 
national system of elementary education. The system then 
established remained without essential change until 1902. It 
marked a great progress in tlie educational facilities of England. 
The bill did not establish an entirely neAv educational machinery 
to be oaid for by the State and managed by the State. It divided 
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the country into school districts. It did not propose to estab-* 
lish new schools in each district to be administered by the State. 

, Its aim was not to provide England with new secular schools, 

I but to provide her w ith a sufficient number of schools of good 
Iquality. It incorporated in its scheme tlie already existing 
’church schools. “Our object,” said Mr. Forster, who was in 
charge of the bill, “ is to complete the voluntary system, and 
to fill up the gaps.” Each district was to be considered by itself. 
If, at the end of a year, it was found to possess already a 
sufficient number of schools, it was to be left alone. Such schools 
must submit to Stt^te inspection, and would then receive parlia- 
mentary aid. If the district were found to be inadequately 
supplied with schools of this character, then a new agency was 
\to be created. Local school boards were to be elected with 
jpower to establish new schools, and to levy local taxes for the 
purpose. 

Thus there would be two sefs of schools, church schools sup- 
I ported by voluntary contributions, by grants of Parliament, and 
jby children’s tuition fees, and “board schools,” supported by 
(grants of Parliament, tuition fees and local taxes. 

‘ ' The main difficulty encountered by educational reformers in 
1870, as had been the case before, and was long to be the case, was 
the question of religious instruction. There was a party among 
the Liberals who wished to have education entirely secular, but 
this party was in the minority. The supporters of the volun- 
tary schools wished to have those schools permitted to teach the 
tenets of the denomination as they had done in the past. There 
ivas inserted in this bill a so-called conscience clause, providing 
that v/here voluntary schools included as a part of their teaching 
{instruction in the religious beliefs of the denomination conducting 
jthem, })arents might have their children excused from such 
tijnstruction. To facilitate the operation of this provision all 
religious instruction must be given at the beginning or at tlie 
close of the school session. Thus the children of Methodists and 
Baptists could attend an Anglican school without being obliged 
to be instructed in the Anglican beliefs. 

But should there be any religious instruction in the n&w board 
schools, schools to be supported in part by local taxes.? A strong 
party demanded that these schools at least be entirely secular, 
but Parliament did not so decide. The bill as passed provided 
that the board in each district should decide whether there should 
be religious instruction or not, but that if it permitted such 
instruction, ‘^no catechism or religious formulary which is dis- 
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tinctive of any particular denomination,” should be taught.^ 
In olK'er “words there might be reading of the Bible and comment 
on it, but no instruction in any creed or dogma. Moreover, in 
board schools, as in voluntary, there should be a conscience clause, 
and a time schedule enabling parents to have their children 
excused from sucli exercises. 

The law of 1870 did not establish either free, or compulsory, 
or secular education. It adopted, under the restrictions indi- 
cated, denominational or voluntary schools, and allowed them 
to give denominational teaching, witli, however, a conscience 
clause which rendered it possible, as has been said, for the son 
of a Methodist to attend an Episcopalian school. It permitted 
undenominational religious teaching in the board schools, but 
here, too, the conscience clause was attaclied. The schools were 
not free, but pupils were to ])ay tuition. It was held undesirable 
to relieve parents of all feeling of responsibilit 3 ^ for the educa- 
tion of their children. School boards might, however, establish 
free ])ublic schools in districts where exceptional poverty pre- 
vailed or might the fees of 2 )()or children. • 

Tlie Education Acl of 1870 w’as a compromise between con- 
flicting views. It did not create a national svstem of education 
throughout the land. It kept the denominational system and 
added another system to it. The bill was more acceptable to 
the opponents of the liiberal ministry, mainly Churchmen, than 
to its su])porters and Non-Conformists. John Bright thought 
it the worst act 2 )asscd by any Liberal Parliament since 1832.” 
Under it, however, }) 0 })ular education made great advances. In 
twentv years the number of schools more than doubled, and were 
capable of accommodating all those of school age. In 1880 
attendance was made com 2 )ulsor 3 % and in 1891 made free. 

The system just described remained in force till 1902, when a 
new education bill was passed. 

Another reform carried through by this ministr 3 S was that of 
the armv, by the introduction of a short service with the colors, 
and a longer term in the reserve. Here we see, as we do every- 
where in Euro 2 )e, the tremendous influence of the Prussian 
militarjr system, which had proved so victorious in the campaign 
culminating at Kdniggratz. It had long been supposed that an 
army of veterans was the best. But Prussia had j^roved the 
contrary. . There military service was comj)ulsory but limited 
to a few years in the active army. Then the young men passed 

1 The Cowper-remple amenclinent, which also provided that voluntary 
schools should receive no assistance from local taxes. ^ 
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into the reserve, and might be called out if necessary. Military 
service was their profession for only a brief period. Tlie Prus- 
sian army was consequently an army of young men in the prime 
of physical condition. Prussia’s exam])lo was subsequently 
followed in all the great European armies. ITniversal obligatory 
V service had never been adopted in England, but the j)eriod of 
active service of those enlisting was reduced by Gladstone so 
that the army became one of young men. 

But no real reform in the army could be accom})lished without 
an additional change in its structure. Men obtained promotion 
in the British army by purchasing positions of higher rank. 
There was a definite schedule of prices fixed by royal ordinance. 
To be an ensign in the infantry cost £450, to be a lieutenant- 
colonel £4,500. But the regulation ])rice was by no means 
the actual price. So eager were men to secure these posi- 
tions that they offered much more. Having paid for his 
position an officer considered it his pro])erty, to be sold for 
what he could get for it. He had a vested interest. Manifestly 
this system, was unfair to poor men, who might be meritorious 
and able soldiers, as practically the desirable positions in the 
army were open only to the wealthy class. Naturally the grow- 
ing democratic feeling of England, ex})ressed in many ways by 
this ministry, was im])atient of a system whicli rendered tlie 
army an appendage of the aristocracy. Gladstone brought in 
a bill to abolish })urchase, paying present owners at the market 
price. The nation,” said he, ‘‘ must buy back its own army 
from its own officers.” Bitterly op])osed by the officers and by 
their influential friends inside and outside Parliament, the 
ministry succeeded, however, in getting its bill through the 
Commons only to have it practically defeated in the House of 
Lords. Mr. Gladstone then took a step for which he was severely 
criticised. Ho advised the Queen to abolish purchase by royal 
ordinance^ which could be done, as the whole system rested on 
Iroyal ordinance, not upon an act of Parliament. In this way 
the system was abolished (1871), and ])romotion by merit sub- 
stituted for promotion by purchase. 

In the same session in which the militar y career was •thrown 
open to merit, regardless of wealth or rank, civil and academic 
careers were also made free to all classes. In 1870, by an Order 
in Council, the system of appointment to most positions in the 
Civil Service was put on the basis of standing in 6pen competi- 
tive examinations. This system had earlier been a})plied to the 
Indian service^ The step now taken was strongly opposed, and 
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one argument was that it would result in eliminating the aristo- 
cratic class from the service and would fill all positions with a 
lower social class. Mr. Gladstone never shared this opinion, 
believing, indeed, that the better educated class would have all the 
stronger hold upon the higher positions, as has proved to be the 
case, the greater ])art of the successful candidates for those 
positions being Oxford and Cambridge men. 

In 1871 the universities of England were made thoroughly 
national. The last remaining religious tests, which operated 
only to the advantage of tlie members of the Church of England, 
were abolislied. Henceforth men of any religious faith or no 
religious faith could liave all the advantages of university train- 
ing and university degrees. This was another step in religious 
and intellectual libertj'. It abolished another monopoly of the 
P^^stablished Church. The universities belonged henceforth to 
all Emglishmen. 

Another reform carried through by this ministry was the 
Ballot Act of 1872. Voting up to this time had been viva voce. 
Each voter declared his candidate in public at the polling place. 
F’or over forty years the question of making the ballot secret 
had been discussed. Indeed, it was considered at the time of 
the Reform Bill of 1832. For years Grote, the historian of 
Greece, had brouglit the matter up annually for discussion in the 
House of Commons. The secret ballot was one of the demands 
of the Chartists. But the movement made no progress as the 
years went by. The argument for open voting was that, as 
voting is a trust, it must be discharged in a manner known of all 
men, that thus it makes for courage and a due sense of responsi- 
bility. If you render a man’s vote secret you undermine the 
citizen’s courage, you foster evasion. This was Lord Palmer- 
ston’s view. It was at one time also Gladstone’s, who made the 
ingenious discovery^ that the secret ballot had led to the fall 
of the Roman Republic. But the facts were apparent to all the*^ 
world that public voting led to extensive bribery and scandalous;’ 
corruption. Intimidation, also, could flourish under such a 
system, and now that the poorer people were enfranchised by the 
act of 1867 they plainly needed further protection in the exer- 
cise of their right. As Morley says: “ P^xperience showed that 
without secrecy in its exercise, the suffrage was not free. The 
farmer was afraid of the landlord, and the laborer was afraid of 
the farmer; t*lie employer could tighten the screw on the work- 
man, the sho])keeper feared the ])ower of his best customers, the 
debtor quailed before his creditor, the priest wielded thunder- 
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bolts over the faithful. Not only was the open vote not free, it 
exposed its possessor to so much bullying, molestation, and 
persecution that his possession came to be less of a boon than a 
nuisance.” ^ 

It was evident that whatever the abstract arguments might be, 
the concrete ones were all in favor of the secret ballot. A bill 
was finally passed in 1872 providing for the Australian system 
in voting, so called because of its use first in the colony of 
Victoria. 

Though Mr. Gladstone Avas losing popularity with every new 
reform, alienating in each case those affected disadvantageously 
by the measure in question, lie still went on. lie now approached 
the question of the third branch of the Upas tree, the system of 
Irish education. In February 1873 he introduced the. Irish 
lUniversity Bill, designed to give adequate facilities to Ireland 
J^or higiier education. Tliat tlie facilities Avere not adequate Avas 
clear. There were in Ireland two uniA^ersities, that of Dublin, 
which consisted of a single college. Trinity, a Protestant institu- 
tion, though admitting Catholics to its courses and degrees, and 
Queen’s University, established in 18 and consisting of three 
colleges, at Belfast, Cork, and Galway. These Avere entirely 
secular; the Catholics called them ‘‘godless.” The Catholics, 
constituting the mass of the population, desired a uniA^ersity of 
their own, endoAved and authorized to grant degrees. There had 
been established some years before a so-called Catholic University 
of Dublin, but it was not empoAvered to grant degn'cs. Mr. Glad- 
stone proposed in 1873 that there should be established a neAV 
university for the Avhole of Ireland, Avith Avliich these various 
institutions and others should be affiliated. The new university 
was to be amj)ly endoAved. The bill made shipwreck, hoAveA^er, 
on the religious difficulty. It AA'as proAnded tliat each college 
might be denominational and teach dogma H it chose, but the 
university AA^as to be undenominational. OAving to the religious 
passions involved it AA^as held that the university course should 
not include teaching in theologv, moral philosophy, or modern 
history. The colleges might teach these subjects but not the 
university. There was added the remarkable provision tjiat any 
professor might be suspended or remoAwl from his position if he 
^wilfully offended, in speaking or Avriting, the religious convictions 
of any student. 

This bill satisfied no one. Catholics pronounced against it, 
saying that they wanted a Catholic university, not an undenomi- 
national one. Protestants, on the other hand, felt that at the 
1 Morlcy, Gladstone, II, 36G. 
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very time they were liberalizing Oxford and Cambridge by open- 
ing them to all, regardless of religious affiliations, they ought 
not to encourage bigotry and sectarianism in an Irish university. 
Moreover, the ” clauses were bitterly denounced. A* 

university which sliould teach neither modern history nor philos-? 
ophy, and whose professors should not have freedom of speech 
would be in the eyes of reasonable men ridiculous and not worth 
establishing. 

The opposition was very general and violent. Disraeli, feel- 
ing that the moment had come when it would be possible to over- 
thiow the ministry, reviewed the whole record in a caustic speech, 
denouncing all its reforming measures as simply harassing 
legislation, ’’ emlangering all tlie institutions of England. To 
^\hich John Bright retorted that if the Conservatives had been in 
the wilderness they would have condemned the Ten Command- 
ments as harassing legislation.’’ The bill was defeated, and 
Gladstone resigned, but as the Conservatives would not take office 
at that moment he came back into power for a few months. 

Not only did Gladstone’s domestic legislation give offense to 
many interested sections of the population, and thus raise up 
enemies, but his foreign policy was characterized by many as 
weak, liumiliating for Pjiigland, lowering her prestige, par- 
ticularly his ado])tion of arbitration in the controversy with the 
Lhiited States over the Alabama matter. 

Ihe grievances of the United States against England because 
of her conduct during our Civil War were a dangerous source 
of friction between the two countries for many years. ]Mr. 
Gladstone agreed to submit them to arbitration, but as the 
decision of the Geneva Commission was against England ( 1872 ), 
his ministry suffered in po])ularity. Nevertheless, Mr. Gladstone 
had established a valuable precedent. Tins was the greatest, 
victory yet attained for the principle of settling international! 
difficulties by arbitration rather than by war. In this sphere 1 
also this ministry advanced the interests of humanity, though it 
drew only disadvantage for itself from its service. 

Disraeli, seeing that tlie popularity of the ministers was on the 
wane, took occasion to indulge in mockery, saying that as he 
looked at them across the aisle of the House of Commons he was 
reminded of those marine landscajies not unusual on the coasts 
of South America : “ You behold a range of exhausted volcanoes. 
Not a flame flickers on a single pallid crest. But the situation 
IS still dangerous. There are occasional earthquakes, and ever 
and anon the dark rumbling of the sea.” 
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All the accumulated disaffection of six years found vent in the 
elections of 1874. The Liberals were defeated by a majority of 
fifty. The Conservatives entered office with Disraeli as prime 
minister and remained in power till 1880. Thus fell Gladstone’s 
first and most successful administration, with a record of 
remarkable achievement in legislation and in administrative 
reform. 

Mr. Disraeli now found himself prime minister, chief of a party 
controlling by safe majorities both Houses of Parliament. His 
administration lasted from 1874 to 1880. It differed as strik- 
ingly from Gladstone’s as his character differed from that of 
his predecessor. This was owing to several facts. The criti- 
cisms which his party had leveled at its op])onents, of disturbing 
eyerything by harassing legislation, imposed upon him the obliga- 
tion of leaving things alone, of inactivity in domestic legislation 
where possible, of effecting only mild reforms where reforms were 
^ necessary at all. Colonial and foreign affairs were the chief 
occupation of this ministry. Disraeli found the situation favor- 
able and the moment opportune for impressing upon England the 
political ideal, long germinating in his mind, succinctly called 
imperialism, that is, the transcendant im})ortance of breadth of 
view and vigor of assertion of England’s position as a world 
power, as an empire, not as an insular state. In 1872 he hadv' 
said:^‘In my judgment no minister in this country will do his 
duty who neglects any opportunity of reconstructing as much 
as possible our colonial empire, and of responding to those distant 
sympathies which may become the source of incalculable strength 
and happiness to tliis land.” This ])rinci})le Disraeli emphasized 
in act and speech during his six years of power. It was imper- 
fectly realized under him ; it was partially reconsidered and re- 
vised by Gladstone u])on his return to power in 1880. But it 
had definitely received lodgment in the mind of England before 
he left power. It gave a new^ note to Englisli politics. This is 
bisraeli’s historic significance in the annals of British politics. 
JHe greatly stimulated interest in tlie British colonies. He 
vpnvoked the sublime instinct of an anciefit people,” and he in- 
‘Voked it not in vain. 

The first tw^o years of his administration were siAgularly 
uneventful. The work of the preceding six years w^as accepted 
and left in the main untouched. Laws were passed in the direc- 
tion of economic improvement, to enable certain large towns to 
provide laborers witli better dwellings, if they should wish to, to 
improve certain Friendly Societies so that the savings of the 
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poor would be more secure, to provide a system of land registra- 
tion, so that land titles might be more certain, less exposed to 
litigation. 

Disraeli liad said tliat if Gladstone had been less eager to 
reform everything in P^nghind and more insistent upon main- 
taining her prestige abroad, it would have been better. He 
criticised the Liberal party as secretly undermining the Empire, 
as believing the Empire a burden, as lookiiig upon the colonies 
simply in a financial liglit as a great and dubious expense. In 
opposition Jie s[)oke of the cause of the Tory party ” as the 

cause of the British Em])ire,” and he declared the “ issue is not 
a mean one.” 

Now in ])ower himself lie set about reversing what he con- 
sidered to have been the unimaginative, unpatriotic policy of his 
.predecessors. His first cons])icuous achievemenl in foreign 
affairs was the jiurchasc of the Suez canal shares. The Suez 
canal had been built by the Ph*ench against ill-concealed English 
opposition. Disraeli had himself declared that the undertaking 
would inevitably be a failure. Now that the canal was built its 
success was sjieedily a])parent. It radically changed the con- 
ditions of commerce with the East. It shortened greatly the* 
distance to the Orient by water. Hitherto a considerable part 
of the commerce with India, (^hina, and Australia had been 
carried on by the long voyage around the Cape of Good Hope. 
Some went by the Red Sea route, and that involved transship- 
ment at Alexandria. Now it could all pass through the canal. 
About three-fourths of the tonnage ])assing through the canal 
was English. It was the direct road to India. There wxre 
some 400, 000 shares in tlie Canal Compatiy. '^I'he Khedive of 
Egypt held a large block of these, and the Khedive was nearly 
bankru])t. Disraeli hought, in 1875, his 1 77,000 s har es by 
telegraph for four ^million ])oiinds, and the fact was announced? 
to a peoj)le who had never dreamed of it, but who a])plauded whatv 
seemed a brilliant stroke, somehow checkmating the French.; 
It was said that the liigli road to India was now^ secure. Finan- 
cially it was an advantageous bargain. 'J'he shares are now 
worth several times what was paid for tiiem.' The politi- 
cal significance of this act was that it determined at least 
in ])rincii)te the future of the relations of England to Egypt, 
and that it seemed to strike the note of imperial self-assertion 

1 I'lie exact* number of shares aeejuired was 17(),()02; amount paid 
3,97()/)82 ])ounds, Kngland, therefore, paid about $112 per share (par value 
$100). The stock was quoted in 1909 at $790. 
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which was Disraeli’s chief ambition, and which was the most 
notable characteristic of his administration. 

At tlie same time Disraeli resolved to emphasize the importance 
of India, England’s leading colony, in another way. He pro- 
posed a new and sounding title for the British sovereign. She 
was to be Empress of India. The Opposition denounced this as 

cheap ” and “ tawdry,” a vulgar piece of pretension. Was 
not the title of King or Queen borne by the sovereigns of England 
for a thousand years glorious enough? But Disraeli urged it 
as sliowing the unanimous determination of the people of the 
country to retain our connection with the Indian Empire. And 
it will be an answer to those mere economists and those diplo- 
matists who announce that India is to us only a burden or a 
danger. By passing this bill then, the House will show, in a 
manner that is unmistakable, that they look u})on India as one 
of the most precious possessions of the Crown, and their ])ride 
that it is a part of her empire and governed by her imperial 
throne.” 

The reasoning was weak, but the proposal gave immense 
s^^tisfaction to the Queen, and it was enacted into law. On 
January 1, 1877, the Queen’s assumption of the new title was 
officially announced in India before an assembly of the ruling 
princes. 

In Europe Disraeli insisted upon carrying out a spirited 
foreign policy. His op])ortunity came with the reojiening of 
the Efpstern Question, or the question of the integrity of Turkey, 
in 1876. For two years this yiroblem absorbed the interest and 
attention of rulers and diplomatists, and England had much to 
do with the outcome. This subject may, however, be better 
studied in connection with the general liistory of the Eastern 
problem in the nineteenth century.’ 

Disraeli, who in 1876 became Lord Bcaconsficld, continued in 
power until 1880. The emjihasis he put upon im])erial and 
colonial problems was to exert a considerable influence upon the 
rising generation, and upon the later history of England. But 
it involved him in several undertakings, particularly wars in 
Afghanistan and South Africa, Avhich did not prove successful, 
and which contributed to his overthrow and the temporary eclipse 
of his party. In the elections of 1880 the Liberals attacked the 
whole policy of the last six years with vehemence. The result 
of the elections was the return of a liberal ma jority of over a 
hundred. In April 1880, Mr. Gladstone became prime minister 
for the second time. 


1 Sec Chapter . . . 
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Mr. Gladstone’s greatest ability lay in internal reform, as his 
previous ministry liad shown. This was the field of his inclina- 
tion, and, as he tliouglit, of tlie national welfare. Peace, 
retrenchment, and reform, the watchwords of his party, now 
represented tlie programme he wished to follow. But this was 
not to be. While certain great measures of internal improve- 
ment were passed during the next five years, those years on the 
whole were characterized by the dominance of imperial and 
colonial questions, witli attendant wars. Mr. Gladstone was 
forced to busy himself witli foreign policy far more than in his 
preceding administration. Serious questions confronted him in 
A^iiau-And. -4inca. These may best be studied, however, in the 
chapter on the British Empire.^ 

Two pieces of internal legislation of great im])ortance enacted 
during this ministry merit description, the Irish Land Act of 
1881, and the Reform Bills of 1884-5. 

The legislation of his preceding ministry had not pacified Ire- 
land. Indeed, the Tiand Act of 1870 had proved no final settle- 
ment, but a great disajipointment. It had established the 
principle that the landlord’s ownership in Ireland was not 
absolute and unrestricted but was a kind of limited jiartnership. 
The tenant was to be compensated if deprived of his farm except 
for non-])ayment of rent, and was to be compensated, in any 
case, for all the permanent improvements which he had made 
u})on the land. But this was not sufficient to give the tenant 
any security in his holding. It did not prevent the raising of 
the rent at the will of the landlord. The bill was not far-reach- 
ing enough adequately to safeguard the interests of the tenant; 
moreover, it contained too many exceptions and restrictions. 
The bill, in fact, proved no solution, but only the first of a 
long line of measures enacted since, aiming at the removal of 
the agrarian difficulties under which the island suffered. 

In his new measure Gladstone sought to give the peasant, in 
addition to tlie compensation for improvement previously secured, 
a fair rent, a fixed rent, one that is not constantly subject to, 
change at the will of the landlord, and freedom of sale, that is, 
the liberty of the peasant to sell his holding to some other 
peasant.* These were the “ three F"s,” which had once represented 
the demands of advanced Irishmen, though they no longer did. 
Henceforth, the rent of an Irish farm was not to be fixed by 
the ordinary l(}w of supply and demand, by an agreement between 
landlord and tenant, but was to be determined by a court, estab- 

1 Chapter . . . 
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lislicd for tlie purpose. It was hardly pr(3])er to call this “ fair 
rent. It iriig’lit not necessarily be fair, as tlie l.aiid Court might 
lean too much in favor of the landlord, or in favor of the 
peasant. It was, however, a judicial rent. Rents, once judi- 
cially determined, were to be unchang'eable for fifteen years, during 
which time the tenant might not be evicted except for breaches 
of covenant, such as non-j)ayment of rent. '^I'hcn-e was also 
attached to the bill a ])rovision similar to the one in tlie ])receding 
measure of 1870, looking toward the creation of a peasant 
proprietorship. The Government was to loan money to the 
peasants under certain conditions and on easy terms, to enable 
them to buy out the landlords, thus becoming complete owners 
jthemselves. 

The bill was attacked with unusual bitterness. liandowners., 
believing that it meant a reduction of rents, determined not by 
themselves but by a court, called it confiscation of proiierty. 

It is a bill,” said the Duke of Argyll, by which three persons 
arc authorized to settle the value of the whole country.” It 
was attacked because it established the ])rinci})le that rents were 
not to be determined, like the price of other things, by the law^ 
of supply and demand. Rents were not to be what the landlord 
might demand and Ihe peasant agree to ])ay, but were to lie 
reasonable, and their reasonableness was to be decided by out- 
siders, judges, having no direct interest at all, that is, in last 
^resort, by the State. The bill was criticized, as altering ruth- 
/lessly the nature of property in land, as establishing dual owuier- 
' ship. The only alternative, however, was the single ownership 
of the landlord, that is, his right to do as he liked with the land, 
the very thing wdilch had, it w\as asserted, occasioned the many 
sufferings of Ireland, and the endless series of coercion acLs by 
which it had been so long ruled arbitrarily. The bill passed. 
It did not pacify Ireland, which was now putting forth new" 
demands of a political nature and was in the full swing of the 
Home Rule movement. It did not bring immediate but only 
ultimate improvemeFit. Meanwhile disturbances, and even atro- 
cious crimes, continued, evidences of the profound unrest of the 
unhappy island. 

It was Mr. Gladstone who carried through the third great 
reform act of the nineteenth century, by Avhich England has been 
transformed from an oligarchy into a democracy. Tlie Reform 
Bill of 18f32 had given the suffrage to the wx^althier members of 
the middle class. The Reform Bill of 1867 had taken a long 
step in the direction of democracy by giving the vote practically 
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to all liouseholders in boroughs. But those who lived, not in 
boroughs, but in the country, were not greatly profited by this 
measure. In England there are three classes of people who 
have to do with the land. First, the landlords, the owners of 
large estates. These men belonged to tlie nobility and gentry, 
and had controlled the House of Commons before 1832, when 
that house was called the landlords’ Parliament. Second arc 
the farmers, men who rent their farms from the landlords, and 
who conduct the agriculture of the country, but do not, as a 
rule, do the actual work of tilling the soil. These men were 
largely enfranchised by tlie Reform Bill of 1832. Third, there 
are the laborers, em})loyed by the farmer to do his work, day 
laborers. Now the Act of 18G7 did not give them the suffrage, 
though it did give it largely to the day laborers in the boroughs 
by establishing the household and lodger franchise, a franchise 
so low that many workingmen could meet it. The franchise in 
boroughs was much wider than the franchise in counties. There 
was fip parent ly no valid reason for giving a vote to workingmen 
living in boroughs and not to those living in country villages or 
on fa»'rns. Mr. Gladstone’s bill of 1884 aimed at the abolition' 
of this inequality between tlie two classes of constituencies, by 
extending the borough franchise to the counties so that the mass' 
of workingmen would have the right to vote whether they lived, 
in town or country. The county franchise, previously higher,| 
was to be exactly assimilated to the borough franchise. The 
hill passed, and in connection with bills enacted for Scotland and 
Ireland, doubled the number of county voters, and increased the 
total number of the electorate from over three to over five 
millions. Mr. Gladstone’s chief argument ^Wls that the bill would 
lay the foundations of the government broad and deep in the 
[leople’s will, and ‘‘ array the peojile in one solid coiiij acted mass/ 
around the ancient throne which it has loved so well, and around^^ 
a constitution now to be more than ever powerful, and more ihanj 
ever free.” 

The franchise bill of 1884 was accompanied, as had been 
those of 1832 and 1867, by a redistribution of seats in the House 
of (\)mnv>ns. By the Redistribution Act of 1885 inequalities of 
representation of the same type as those rendered familiar in 
connection with the Reform Bill of 1832, ine(]ualities which had 
grown up in the last generation, were redressed, and certain new 
|)rinciples wer<:‘ adopted. Towns containing fewer than 15,00d| 
inhabitants were to lose their sej)arate representation and be 
merged in the counties in which they v»ere situfited. Town^ 
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whose population ranged between 15,000 and 50,000 were to 
return one member only. Such were the two disfranchising 
clauses. There were some exceptions, but the result of the whole 
was the extinction of 160 seats. These were distributed among 
the more populous boroughs and counties. 

The Act of 1885 provided that henceforth boroughs with more 
than 15,000, and less than 50,000 inhabitants, should have one 
'member; those with more than 50,000 and less than 165,000, 
■ two members; those with more tlian 165,000, three, with an 
additional member for every 50,000 inhabitants above that 
number. Thus London, in place of the previous 22 members, 
was to have 62, to which it was entitled if ])opulation was to be 
the basis. Liverpool was to have nine, Glasgow seven, and so on. 
The same was to liold with the counties. Yorkshire was to have 
26 members, Lancashire 23. The result was that the great 
! industrial centers, towns and counties, received representation 
approximate to their importance. 

The Redistribution Act of 1885 further applied in most cases 
the principle of single member divisions. Previously, if a bor- 
ough had had two members it yet formed one constituency. All 
the voters had the right to vote for two members. Such boroughs 
were now divided into as many constituencies as tliey were allowed 
members. While ])reviously some counties had been divided as 
being inconveniently large, no boroughs had been. Th(‘ Act of 
1885 applied the new principle to towns and counties alike, each 
constituency returning, with few exceptions, only one member. 
For instance, Liverpool, wliich had previously sent three members 
to Parliament, and which now was to send nine, was divided into 
nine distinct constituencies, each returning one member; Lan- 
cashire was now split into twenty-three divisions, with a single 
member from each. 

The rnembershi}) of the House of Coniine ns was increased at 
this time to 670, where it remained until the Representation Act 
of 1918, which increased tlie number to 707. The number in 1815 
was 658. This was not changed in 1832, nor in 1867, but after 
1867 it had been reduced to 652 by the disfranchisement of several 
boroughs for corru])t practices. , 

Between 1885 and 1918 there was no new redistribution of 
seats, and no extension of the suffrage. The evolution of the 
parliamentary franchise, which we have traced through the three 
great measures of 1832, 1867, and 1884, stopped* for a genera- 
tion. During this period there was no single, uniform, universal 
qualification |:or voting. A man secured the right to vote by 
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being able to meet one of several qualifications, and he miglit 
have several votes, if he satisfied the qualifications in dif' 
ferent constituencies (plural^ voting). He might vote if he 
owned laud of forty shillings annual value, if he held land 
of the value of five pounds by a lease of sixty years, of fifty 
pounds by a lease of twenty years, if he was a liousc- 
holder, no matter what the value of the house was, if he was an 
occupier ” of a house or building or store, of the annual value 
of ten ])ounds, if he was a lodger of lodgings of the annual value, 
unfurnished, of ten pounds. Some enjoyed the right under the 
])rovisions of the Act of 1884, some under those of the Act of 
1867, some even under those of the Act of 1882. The present 
condition of tlie franchise is indeed,” wrote President Lowell, in 
1908, “ historical rather than rational. It is complicated, un- 
certain, expensive in the machinery required, and excludes a cer^ 
tain number of j)eople whom there is no reason for excluding, while 
it admits many people who ought not to be admitted, if any one 
is to be debarred.” ^ 

1 Lowell, Thv Government of Eiu/htncl, I, 213-11. 
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ENGLAND FROM 188G TO 1914 

The Gladstone ministry fell from power in 1885 chiefly because 
of the unpopularity of its Egyj)tian })olicv, wliich will be 
described elsewhere. Lord Salisbury, since Lord Ueaconsflehrs 
death in 1881 leader of the Conservative ])arty, formed a 
ministry. Tliis lasted but a few^ months, for the ^*eneral elections 
at the close of the year showed that the Liberals would have in 
the new Parliament 885 votes, the Conservatives 249, and the 
Irish Home Rulers 86. Thus the Liberals exactly equalled the 
other tw^o parties combined. The Irish held the balance of 
power. It is necessary at this point to trace the history of this 
new party, which was destined to exert a profound influence upon 
the course of British ]:)olitics. 

During Gladstone’s first ministry there was formed in Dublin 
the Home Government Association of Ireland, three years later 
reconstituted as the Home Rule Ticague, and demanding an 
Irish Parliament for the management of the hiternal affairs of 
Ireland. The Irish had constantly smarted under the injury 
which they felt had been done them by the abolition of their 
former Parliament, which sat in Dublin, and which was abolished 
by the Act of Union of 1800. The feeling for nationality, one 
of the dominant forces of the nineteenth century everywhere, 
acted upon them with unusual force. They disliked, for his- 
torical and sentimental reasons, the rule of an English Parlia- 
ment, and the sense as well as reality of subjection to an alien 
people. They felt that Pmgland must give them rights of self- 
government or else must rule them by coercion. The party grew 
into importance under Disraeli’s administration, having 51 
members in Parliament, who supported the principle of Home 
Rule. Their leader at first was Mr. Butt, who brought their 
demands before the House of Commons. The party did not wish 
the separation of Ireland from England, but a separate parlia- 
ment for Irish aff'airs, on the ground that the Parliament at 
Westminster had neither the time nor the understanding neces- 
sary for the proper consideration of measures affecting the Irish. 
It became n\uch more aggressive when Charles Stuart ParnelJ, 
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l)(‘canie its leader in 1879. i^arnell was a . I’jQtcstant, of 
English edvicatioji^ a landowner. Unlike the otlicr great leaders 
of Irish history — Grattan, O’Connell — he was no orator, and 
was of a cold and hauglity nature, but of an inflexible will. For 
twelve years he played a great part in the politics of England 
and Ireland. 

Discontented with the slow, easy, ineffective methods of urging 
Home Rule hitherto followed, Parnell persuaded the party to 
adopt a more vigorous and defiant attitude. His j)olicy was to 
keep the Home Rule party entirely separate from the other 
parties, and to use the modes of ])rocedure of the House of 
Commons in order to block the work of the House; in other 
words, to resort to endless dilatory motions and roll-calls and 
speeches, in short, obstruction. The rules of the House 
rendered this ])ossible, as every member could propose as 
many amendments as he chose to any bill, and could speak on 
those proposals as long as he chose. T^his policy was carried 
out by the Irish members relieving each other systematically. 
In 1879 it was estimated that Parnell had spoken five hundred 
times, and that two others had spoken over three hundred times 
each. The purpose of this recourse to sucli methods was to 
})aralyze the action of Parliament until it gave heed to Irish 
demands, to ])revent or delay all legislation on even the most 
necessary subjects until their grievances were redressed, and to 
show^ conclusively that one Parliament was insufficient for the 
business of both countries. The House was obliged to change ^ 
its rules in order to {) revent this blocking of public business by 
a small fraction of its members. 

In the Parliament of 1880 the Home Rulers numbered 68. 
Mr. Gladstone, still believing that land legislation would solve 
the Irish (juestion, showed the intention of carrying further the 
policy begun in his first administration. He caused the Land 
Act of 1881 to be [)assed. Rut the Home Rulers all through 
his term })ursued him even more vehemently than they had his 
predecessors. They accepted the bill as a mere instalment. 
Rut the first three years of Gladstone’s second administration 
were yoay^s of unexampled bitterness. The Irish resorted to every 
means to get their object, intimidation, violence, mutilation of 
cattle, burning of houses, even the murder of landlords and some 
of the Government officials in Ireland, notably Lord Frederick 
Cavendish and 'Thomas Rurke, shockingly assassinated in broad 
daylight in Pluenix Park, Dublin, in 1882. Gladstone replied 
by a policy of coercion. Conciliatory legislaTTc^ arid stern 
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repression of violence were his principles of action. After 1883 
the condition of Ireland became somewhat calmer, but only after 
a confused and bitter struggle, which had aroused all the hostile 
feelings of both the Irish and the English. The Irish, it was 
clear, were prepared to fight to tlie knife, were biding tlie time 
wdien tliey might force Home Rule from Parliament by holding 
the balance of power in tlie House of Commons. In the next 
Parliament, wliicli met in 1886, they wx're in this })osition. Tliey 
had 86 members, all but one of whom represented Irish 
constituencies. 

Mr. Gladstone entered upon his third ministry February 1, 
1886. It lasted less than six months, and was wholly devoted to 
the question of Ireland. 

It was evident that the Irish question wxuld dominate Mr. 
Gladstone’s third ministry, as it had dominated his first and 
largely his second. This w^ould have been so even if the Home 
Rulers had not held the balance of ])ow’er in the House of 
Commons. It wTjuld have dominated the Conservatives liad not 
the Liberals won in the general election. Mr. Gladstone had 
expressed during the campaign his desire that eitlier one or the 
other of tlie tw^o great Fniglish ])arties should have so large a 
majority that the vexatious question could be handled without 
the aid of Irish votes. There is, indeed, evidence to show' that 
he was quite W'illing that the Conservatives should solve this 
question if they would only honestly face it. He wdshed to raise 
’it out of tlie realm of [larty conflict. That was not to be, 
howxver, and the election had resulted in creating just the 
situation he had dreaded and deplored. The Irish held the bal- 
ance of power, and any projiosals he might make would now be 
represented as sinqily a bribe for political position. Such a 
consideration, however, he proudly ignored, and it had no hold 
ufion serious politicians of either party, foV) his noble record for 
fifty years gave it emphatic denial. This was the situation as 
it presented itself to his mind. The Irish people had expressed 
their almost unanimous wish by returning a solid body of 85 
Home Rulers out of the 103 members to w'hom they were entitled. 
Mr. Gladstone had tried in previous legislation to rule, the Irish 
according to Irish rather than English ideas, where he considered 
those ideas just. He believed the great blot upon the annals of 
England to be the Irish chapter, written, as it had been, by 
English arrogance, hatred, and unintelligence. « Reconciliation 
diad been his keynote hitherto. Moreover, to him there seemed 
but two altfrnativcs — eitlier further reform along tlie lines 
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desired by the Irish, or the old, sad story of hard yet unsuccessful 
coercion. Mr. Gladstone would have nothing more to do with 
fhe latter method. He, therefore, resolved to endeavor to give 
to Ireland the Home Rule she plainly desired. On the 8th of 
April, 1886, he introduced the Irish Government Bill, announcing 
that it would be followed by a Land Bill, the two parts of aj 
single scheme which could not be separated. 

The bill, thus introduced, provided for an Irish Parliament to 
sit in Dublin, controlling a ministry of its own, and legislating 
on Irish, as distinguished from imperial affairs. A difficulty 
arose right here. If the Irish were to have a legislature of their 
own for their own affairs, ought they still to sit in the Parlia- 
ment in London, with power there to mix in English and Scotch 
affairs On the other hand, if they ceased to have members in 
liondon, they would have no share in legislating for the Empire 
as a whole. ‘‘ This,” says Morley, was from the first, and has 
ever since remained, the Gordian knot.” Tlie bill provided thaT 
they should be excluded from the Parliament at Westminster. 
On certain topics it was further j)rovided that the Irish Parlia- 
ment should never legislate, questions affecting the Crown, the 
army and navy, foreign and colonial affairs; nor could it 
establish or endow any religion. After two years it was to have 
control of the Irish police. Ireland must contribute a certain 
proportion to the imperial exj)enses, one-fourteenth, instead of' 
two-seventeenths, as had been the case since 1801. 

Mr. Gladstone did not believe that the Irish difficulty would 
be solved sim])ly by new political machinery. There was a 
serious social question not reached by this, the land question. 
He introducc'<l immediately a land bill, wliich was to effect a 
vast transfer of land by purchase from landlords to peasants, 
and which might perhaps involve an exj)enditure to the State of 
about £12(),()()0,000. " 

The introduction of these bills, whose j)assage would mean a 
radical transformation of Ireland, precipitated one of the fiercest 
struggles in English |)arliamentary annals. They were urged as 
necessary to settle the question once for all on a solid basis, as 
adapted iK> bring peace and contentment to Ireland, and thus 
strengthen the Union. Otherwise, said those who supjmrted 
them, England had no alternative but coercion, a dreary and 
dismal failure. On the other hand, the strongest opposition 
arose out of the^belief that these bills imperiled the very existence 
of tlie Union. The exclusion of the Irish members from Parlia- 
ment seemed to many to be the snapping of tlie conds that held 
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the countries together. Did not this bill really dismember the 
British Empire? Needless to say, no British statesman could 
urge any measure of that character. Gladstone thought that 
his bills meant the reconciliation of two peoples estranged for 
centuries, and that reconciliation meant the strengthening rather 
than the weakening of the Empire, that the historic policy of 
Fhigland towards Ireland had only resulted in alienation, hatred, 
the destruction of tlie spiritual harmony which is essential to 
real unity. But, said his opponents, to give the Irish a parlia^ 
ment of their own, and to exclude tl)em from the Parliament in 
London, to give tlicm control of their own legislature, their own 
executive, their own judiciary, their own police, must lead inevi- 
tably to separation. You exclude them from all participation in 
imperial affairs, tlius rendering their patriotism tlie more intensely 
local. You provide, it is true, that they shall bear a part of 
the burdens of the Fhn()ire. Is this proviso worth the paper ifc 
is written on? Will they not next regard this as a grievance, 
this taxation without representation, and will not the old ani- 
mosity break out anew? You abandon the Protestants of Ire- 
land to the revenge of the Catholic majority of the new 
Parliament. To be sure, you provide for toleration in Ireland, 
but again is this toleration worth the paper it is written on? 

Probably the strongest force in opposition to the bill was the 
opinion widely held in Fhigland of Irishmen, tliat they were 
thoroughly disloyal to the Fhnpire, that they would delight to 
use their new autonomy to pay off old scores by aiding the 
enemies of Fhigland, that they were traitors in disguise, or undis- 
guised, that they had no regard for |)roperty or contract, that 
an era of religious oppression and of confiscation of property 
would be inaugurated by this new agency of a parliament of 
their own. These feelings were expressed in characteristic ways 
by the leader of tlie Oj)position, Lord Sulisbury, and by Mr. 
Gladstone’s close friend and }jrevious political ally, John Bright. 
Lord Salisbury exj)ressed all the contempt of an aristocrat 
belonging to a superior race. ‘‘ Ireland,” lie declared, is not 
one nation, but two nations. There were races like the Hotten- 
tots, and even the Hindoos, incaj)able of self-government. He 
would not place confidence in people who had acquired the habit 
of using knWes and slugs. His })olicy was that Parliament 
should enable the government of Fhigland to govern Ireland. 
‘Apply the recipe honestly, consistently, and* resolutely for 
twenty years, and at the end of that time you will find that 
Ireland will be fit to accept any gifts in tlie way of local govern- 
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merit or repeal of coercion laws that you may wish to give her.’ ” ^ 
He added that rather than spend the money in buying out tlie 
Irish landlords, it would be far better to spend it in assisting the 
emigration of a million Irislimen. Mr. Bright’s opposition 
differed in temjier, and was far more damaging in its cff*ects. He 
had long been known as the friend of Ireland, as a disbeliever in 
tJie jiolicy of coercion, as an advocate of measures adapted to 
relieve the discontent of the ])eople. But he disliked intensely 
the idea of a second parliament in the United Kingdom, which 
l e did not think would be successful or work harmoniously witli 
the Parliament in London ; he believed a new parliament would 
prove most oppressive to Irish Protestar)ts ; he spoke with 
extreme bitterness of the Irish ])arty in Parliament, and its 
policy for the last six years; he did not believe these men either 
loyal or honorable or truthful, and he did believe that, if they 
obtained a Parliament of their own, they would use it against 
England. 

Bitter personalities abounded in the debate. One member 
characterized tlie plan as the offspring of verbosity and 
senility,” as the foolish work ” of an old man in a hurry.” 
It was evident that the Home Rule Bill had aroused an amount 
of bitterness unknown in recent English history. The Conserva- 
tive party opposed it to a man. And the Liberal party was in 
full process of disruption because of it. Even before the meas- 
ure was brought in, many men who had hitherto worked side by 
side witJi Mr. Gladstone in his previous ministries, withdrew and 
went over to tlie Conservatives. TJiese men called themselves 
Liberal-Unionists, Liberals, but not men who were prepared to 
jeopardize the Union, as they held that this measure would do — 
Lord Hartington (later the Duke of Devonshire), Mr. Bright, 
Joseph Chamberlaini iMr. Goschen, and many others. All the 
journals of London, with tlie exce[)tion of one morning and one 
evening pa})er, w^ere vigorously opposed. The crucial question 
was, how large the secession from the Liberal party w^ould be.'^ 
Would it be large enough to offset the Irish vote which would be 
cast for ^ the measure.^ Einally a vote was taken on tlie 8th of 
June, on the second reading of the bill. It w^as found that 93| 
Liberals liad joined the Opjiosition, and that the Home Rul^ 
Bill was beaten by 843 votes to 313. The total poll was thui^f 
enormous, GSR out of the 670 members of the House. Between 

1 Morley, Life of QUuhtone, III, 317, 318. 
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one-third and one-fourth of tlic Liberal party had withdrawn 
from it on account of this fateful measure. 

Mr. Gladstone dissolved Parliament and appealed to the people. 
The question was vehemently discussed before the voters. Tlie 
result was disastrous to the Gladstonian Home Rulers. 191 
Gladstonians and 85 Irish Flome Rulers were returned, and 316 
Conservatives and 78 Liberal-Unionists. Thus a majority of 
over a hundred was rolled u]) a^^ainst Gladstone’s policy. 
Taking England alone, the result was even more striking. 
There he had only 125 seats out of 455; in London only 11 out 
of 62. On the other hand, Scotland approved in the ratio o£ 
3 to 2, Wales of 5 to 1. Mr. Gladstone did not consider that 
such a result settled the issue irrevocably. 

Lord Salisbury had said that if Parliament would rule Ireland 
"resolutely for twenty years, at the end of that time she would bo 
fit to accept any gifts in the line of local government or repeal 
of coercion acts that Parliament might see fit to give her. He 
was now prime minister, and in a position to put his opinion into 
force. Coercion more severe than that of previous years was the 
policy adopted by this ministry, largely under the direction of 
Arthur James Balfour, Chief Secretary for Ireland. That 
the measures followed were stringent was shown by a statement 
of Sir George Trevelyan that of the eighty-five Irish Nationalist 
members, one out of every seven was in prison, on his way to 
prison, or on his way out of prison. Needless to say, no recon- 
ciliation was to be effected by such methods. The exasperation 
of the Irish was only intensified. Nevertheless, the system 
steadily applied avhs successful at least in restoring quiet. In 
1890 it was found possible to relax it somewhat. 

But the policy of this ministry was not sinqdy negative. The 
idea that buying out the landlords and enabling the peasants to 
become full owners of their farms would solve the agrarian 
question, and that the agrarian question was at the root of 
Irish discontent, was no discovery of a Conservative ministry. 
Clauses with this in view had been inserted in Gladstone’s Land 
Acts of 1870 and 1881, and the Land Bill of 1886 was a^ gigantic 
measure designed to effect this on a grand scale. That measure, 
however, frightened the taxpayers by the amount of the expen- 
diture involved, and, moreover, it necessarily fell with the Home 
Rule Bill of which it was intended to be the companion piece. 
Gladstone’s earlier acts had not had great effect, as the State 
had offered to advance only two-thirds of the purchase price. 
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The present plan provided that the State should advance the 
whole of it, to be repaid by instalments until at the end of forty- 
nine years tlie peasant would have Ins land as an unencumbered 
freehold. Thirty-three million ])ounds were set aside for the 
purpose. The landlords were not required to sell, but the issue 
lias proved them willing to do so in a large number of cases. 
The Government buys the land, sells it to the peasant, who that 
instant becomes its legal owner, and who pays for it gradually. 
He actually pays less in this way each year tlian he formerly i 
paid for rent, and in the end lie has his holding unencumbered.'; 
This bill was passed in 1891, and in five years some 85,000 
tenants were thus enabled to ])urchase tluur holdings under its 
])rovisions. The system w’as extended much further in later 
years, particularly by the Land Act of 1903. From 1903 to 
1908 there were about 160,000 ]>urchasers. 

A most important piece of legislation carried by this ministry 
was the County Councils Act of 1888. Tliis act rendered the 
county governments of England and Wales democratic. Those 
governments had previously been entirely unrepresentative in 
character. They had been mainly in the hands of the landlord 
class, members of w^iich were appointed by the Queen as magis- 
trates or justices of the peace. As such they met four times a 
year in quarter sessions, and there regulated county affairs, 
levying taxes, discharging certain judicial functions, regulating 
the liquor trade, and the building and repair of highways, and 
supervising the actions of the officials of smaller areas. County 
government was in the hands of an oligarchy. The new act 
placed it in the hands of all ratepayers, w ho were to elect county 
councils for a term of three years, which were to conduct the 
local administration, with the exception of graidmg liquor 
licenses, a function >vhich w^as to remain in the hands of the 
justices of the peace. Thus county government was made 
democratic. As local self-government had been established in 
the boroughs in 1835, it was now' established in the counties. 
This was one of the most imjmrtant achievements of this minis- 
try. In ^889 a similar bill was passed for Scotland. Ireland 
lay outside this legislation. 

This ministry passed other bills of a distinctly liberal char- 
acter; among them an act absolutely prohibiting the employmenti 
of children iincJer ten, an act designed to reduce the opprcssioni 
of the sweat-shop by limiting the labor of women to twelve hours! 
a day, with an hour and a half for meals, an act mak^iig education! 
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‘free, and a small allotment act intended to create a clavss of 
peasant proprietors in England. Tliese measures were supported 
hy all parties. They were important as indicating that social 
legislation was likely to be in the coming years more important 
than political legislation, whicli has proved to be the case. Thev 
also sliow that the Conservative party was clianging in char- 
acter, and was willing to assume a leading part in social reform. 

In respect to anotlier item of internal policy, the Salisburv 
tninistry took a stand which was to have im])ortant consequences. 
:Jn 1889 it secured an immense increase of the navy. Seventy 
jiships were to be added at an expense of £21,500,000 during the 
jlnext seven years. Lord Salisbury laid it down as a principle 
l;hat the British navy ought to be equal to any other two navies 
of the world combined. 

In foreign affairs the most important work of this ministry 
lay in its share in the partition of Africa, which will be described 
elsewhere. 

The general elections of 1892 resulted in the return to power 
’ of the Liberals, supported by tlie Irish Home Rulers, and Mr. 
Gladstone, at the age of eighty-two, became for the fourth time 
prime minister, a record unparalleled in English history. As 
he himself said, the one single tie tliat still bound him to j)ublic 
life was his interest in securing Home Rule for Ireland before 
his end. It followed necessarily from the nature of the case that 
public attention was immediately concentrated anew on that 
question. Early in 189»J Mr. Gladstone infroduced his second 
Home Rule Bill. Again the crucial difficulty was found to be 
that of the retention or non-retention of Irish rej)resentatives 
in the Parliament in London. There were three possible methods 
— total exclusion, inclusion for all purposes, or inclusion for 
certain specified purposes. The bill of 188(5 was based on the 
first (with sliglit exceptions), and immediately the cry had been 
raised, and had been most effective, that the unity of the kingdom 
was threatened. In the new bill the third method was adopted. 
It was provided that Ireland should send eighty members to West- 
minster, but that they were not to vote on questions •expressly 
confined to England and Scotland, on taxes which were not to 
be levied in Ireland, or on appropriations for other than imperial 
concerns.^ 

1 The bill of 1893 provided for two cliainDers in the Irish parliament; the 
bill of 1886 had provided for one chamber. 
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On this point the debate raged for a whole week. Mr. Glad^ 
stone was forced to change ground completely, and to propose 
the unconditional admission of the Irish members to the Parlia- 
ment in London, with right to vote on all matters. Exclusion, 
as in 1886; partial inclusion as proposed in 1893; total inclusion 
as finally accepted by the ministry, these were the three possible 
ways of treating this crucial question. On tliis fundamental 
matter Lord Morley has written as follows : Each of the three 
courses was open to at least one single, but very direct objec- 
tion. J^dusion, along with the exaction of revenue from Ire- 
land by the Parliament at Westminster, was taxation without 
re])rescntation. Incluyon for all purposes was to allow the Irisli 
to meddle in our affairs, while we were no longer to meddle in 
theirs. Inclusion for limited purposes still left them invested 
with the power of turning out a British government by a vote 
against it on an imperial question. Each plan, therefore, ended 
in a paradox. There was a fourth paradox, namely, that when- 
ever the British su])porters of a government did not suffice to 
build up a decisive majority, then the Irish vote, descending into 
one or other scale of parliamentary balance, might decide who 
should be our rulers. Tliis paradox — the most glaring of them 
all — habit and custom have made familiar.”^ 

The opposition to the bill was exceedingly bitter and pro- 
longed. Very few new arguments were brought forward on 
either side. Party spirit ran riot. Mr. Chamberlain was called 
Judas, and he in turn called Gladstone Herod. Lord Salisbury 
called the proposal an intolerable, an imbecile, an accursed 
bill.” Lord Randolph Churchill declared that the Irish leaders 
were political brigands and nihilists,” and that the ministry 
was “ as ca])ricious as a woman, and as impulsive and as passion- 
ate as a horde of barbarians.” 

Mr. Gladstone, who, incidentally, kept his temper, expressed 
with all his eloquence his faith in the Irish people, his belief that 
the only alternative to his policy was coercion, and that coercion 
would be forever unsuccessful, his conviction that it was the duty 
of England to atone for six centuries of misrule. 

After iighty-two days of discussion, marked by scenes of great 
disorder, members on one occasion coming to blows to the great 
damage of decorous parliamentary traditions, the bill was carried 
by a majority of 34 (301 to 267). A week later it was defeated; 
in the House of Lords by 419 to 41, or a majority of more than 
ten to one. The bill was dead. 

1 Morley, Glmhtoney HI, 498. 



ENGLAND FROM 1886 TO 1914 


474 

Gladstone attempted to carry through various English meas- 
ures, but Jiere again he was foiled by the hereditary chamber. 
A single legislative reform was enacted, the ParishJjJouncils BUI 
of 1894. Tliis established in every parish of more than 300 
inliabitants a council elected by the taxpayers, and gave them 
certain powers of self-government. This was the natural sup- 
plement to the County Councils Act of 1888, completing the 
process of constitutional reform which began in 1832. Agricul- 
tural laborers were henceforth to have a political training in 
participating in the management of local affairs. 

Mr. Gladstone’s fourth ministry was balked successfully at 
every turn by the House of Lords, which, under the able leader- 
ship of Lord Salisbury, recovered an actual i^ower it had not 
possessed since 1832. In 1894 Mr. Gladstone resigned his office, 
thus bringing to a close one of the most remarkable political 
careers known to English histor 3 \ His last speech in Parlia- 
Jment w^as a vigorous attack upon the House of Lords. In his 
^jopinion, that House had become the great obstacle to progress. 

The issue which is raised between a deliberative assembly, 
elected by the votes of more than 6,000,000 people,” and an 
^hereditary body, is a controversy which, when once raised, must 
go forward to an issue.” This S 2 )eech was his last in an assembly 
where his first had been delivered sixty-one years before. Glad- 
stone died four years later, and was buried in Westminster 
Abbey (1898). 

He W71S succeeded in the i)remiership by Lord Rosebery, whose 
ministry lasted only sixteen months. Tlie wntlidrawal of Glad- 
stone showed the many rifts in the Liberal party, which a 
leader of less prestige and less commanding personality could 
not close. The party was discouraged by its failure to achieve 
Home Rule, w^as balked by tlie House of Lords, was divided into 
grou 2 )s desiring various things, and was fee^)ly sujjjjorted by the 
people. Such a ministry could not long endure. Rosebery 
alienated the Irish by declaring that he agreed wuth Lord Salis- 
bury, that before Home Rule should be granted Ireland, Eng- 
land, as the predominant member of tlie ])artnership of the three 
kingdoms, will have to bo convinced of its justice.” 

The Rosebery ministry accomidished very little. Its campaign 
against the House of Lords w^as half-hearted and ineffective. In 
one sphere, where tlie Lords were by custom forbidden to inter- 
fere in financial matters, it made an im 2 )ortant chajige. England 
was now involved in the widespread militaristic movement, which 
was one of the striking features of the closing nineteenth century. 
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In England it took the form of very largely increasing the navy, 
and the principle was now being accepted which later became 
an axiom in British policy, of making the British fleet the equal 
of any two foreign fleets combined. This involved much larger 
taxation. In the budget of 1894, the work of Sir William 
Vernon Harcourt, the principle of graduation was introduced 
into tlie inheritance taxes. The tax imposed by the state was 
to vary from one per cent, on estates of five hundred pounds to 
eight per cent, on estates of over a million pounds. This cliange 
was bitterly resented by the wealthy. 

In June 1895 the Rosebery ministry was defeated on a minor 
matter and seized tlie occasion to resign. Lord Salisbury 
became prime minister. A general election was at once held, 
which proved to be a crushing defeat for the Liberals. The 
Conservatives and the Liberal- Unionists, or the Unionist party, 
as it was generally called, so thorough had become the amalgama- 
tion of the two, had a majority in the new Parliament of about 
a liuiidred and fifty, a larger majority than any party had liad 
in any Parliament since the one chosen immediately after the 
Reform Bill of 1882. This party was to remain uninterruptedly 
in power until December 1905. 

Lord Salisbury was now prime minister for the third time. 
He remained such until 1902, when he withdrew from public life, 
being succeeded by his nephew, Mr. Arthur «Tames Balfour. 
There was, however, no change of party. Lord Salisbury had 
an immense majoidty in the House of Commons. His ministry 
contained several very able men. He himself assumed the 
Foreign Office, Mr. Chamberlain the Colonial Oflice, Mr. Balfour 
the leadership of the House of Commons. The withdrawal of 
Mr. Gladstone and the divisions in the Liberal ])arty reduced 
that party to a position of inefi'ecthe opposition. The Irish 
question sank into 'the background. Mucli social and labor 
legislation w^as enacted. The commanding question of this 
})eriod was to be that of imperialism, and the central figure was 
Mr. Joseph Chamberlain, a man remarkable for vigor and 
audacity, and the most popular member of the cabinet. Chamber- 
lain, whq, Iiad made his reputation as an advanced Liberal, an 
advocate of radical social and economic reforms, now stood forth 
as the spokesman of imperialism. His office, that of Colonial 
Secretary, gave liim excellent opportunities to emphasize the 
importance of jhe colonies to the mother country, the desirability 
of drawing them closer together, of promoting imperial 
federation. 
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A period of great activity in foreign and colonial affairs began 
almost immediately after the inauguration of the new ministry. 
The most important chapter in this activity concerned the con- 
ditions in Soutli Africa, which led, in 1899, to the Uoer War, 
and whicli had important consequences. This will better be 
described elsewhere.^ 

Tlie Conservatives, resolutely opposed to the policy of an 
independent parliament in Ireland, and conscious that in this 
they had the support of the people, declined absolutely to con- 
sider Home Rule. Rut they proposed to “ kill Home Rule by 
kindness,” as the phrase ran. Rigorous coercion for the suppres- 
sion of disorder was united with a Land Purchase Bill, of the 
now familiar type, aiming to facilitate, more than ])revious bills 
had done, the buying out of the landlords and tlie creation of a 
peasant proprietorship of the soil of Ireland (1896). More 
important was the Irish Local Government Act of 1898, whieli 
|kimcd to give some measure of local self-government to the Irisli 
j|by establishing there, as liad been done in England, county 
councils and district councils, but not parish councils. These 
bodies, which were to possess considerable powers in the manage- 
ment of local affairs, were to be elected on a francliise identical 
with the parliamentary franchise, exce])t that Peers and womeii 
might vote. This was, of course, no substitute for Home Rule, 
nor was it intended to be. 

The South African war, from 1899 to 1902, absorbed the 
attention of England until its successful termination. Internal 
legislation was of slight importance. In tlie course of the war 
Queen Victoria died, January 22, 1901, after a reign of over 
sixty-three years, the longest known in British history, and only 
exceeded elsewhere by tlie seventy-one years’ reign of Louis XIV 
of F’rance. She had prov<‘d during her entire reign, which began 
in 1837, a model constitutional monarch, slibordinating her will 
to that of the people, as expressed by the ministry and Parlia- 
ment. ‘‘ She passed away,” said Mr. Balfour in the House of 
Commons, without an enemy in the world, for even those who 
loved not England loved her.” The reign of Edward VII, then 
in his sixty-second year, began. • 

A very important measure passed by this Conservative ministry 
was the Education Act of 1902^ The Forster Act of 1870, 
which had remained the basis of the elementary educational system 
of England since its passage, had adopted the voluntary or 
denominational schools, and had added, where these were not 
. 1 Pages 507-509. 
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adequate, board scliools. Both were to receive generally fees 
from their pupils and grants from Parliament. In addition, the 
voluntary schools were to receive voluntary gifts as hitherto, 
and the board schools local taxes levied for the purpose by the 
boards. As the years went by, the voluntary schools found that 
tliey were being handicapped by the fact that the board schools 
had larger financial resources than they. The parliamentary 
grants were conditioned in amount by the sums raised in the other 
ways by the two kinds of schools. Now tlie board schools could, 
by raising more from taxation, earn larger grants from Parlia- 
ment, while tl)e voluntary schools, relying upon private sub- 
scriptions, could not gain increased appropriations unless they 
could get larger subscri})tions. While they were able to do this 
for a while, they were not able to in the long run. In 1900 the 
average amount per pupil was somewhat less than thirty years 
before. They were thus at a disadvantage compared with the 
board scliools. The voluntary schools, which were for the most 
])art connected witli the Church of England, began to demand • 
further help from Parliament. In 1897 they were given an 
additional subsidy, which, in their opinion, was not large enough. 
Their agitation continued and resulted finally in the passage of 
the Act of 1902. 

By this the school boards, established in 1870, were abolished, 
and their powers were vested in the county and borough councils, 
that is, in the regular local government bodies. These were to 
support both sets „of schools^ the former board and the voluii-i/ 
tary, out of local taxes, parliamentary grants continuing. Inj^j 
other words, local taxes were to be raised for denominational 
schools, as well as for undenominational, parliamentary grants, 
as hitherto, also going to both. The actual management of the 
former board schools was to be in the hands of a committee of 
the county or borough council. That of the church schools was 
to be in the hands of a committee of six, two of wliom were to 
represent the county or borough council, while four were to 
represent the denomination. In other words, peo])le were to be 
taxed for both sets of schools, but were to control only one. 
The bilP^ave great offense to Dissenters and believers in secular 
education. It authorized taxation for the advantage of a 
denomination of which multitudes of tax-payers were not mem- 
bers. It w^as held to be a measure for increasing the power 
of the Churcir of England. The conscience clause w as applied 
to all schools, as hithcxtQ. 

The opposition to this law^ was intense. Thousands refused 
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to pay their taxes, and tlieir property was, therefore, sold by 
public authority to meet the taxes. Many were imprisoned. 
There were over 70,000 summonses to court. The agitation thus 
aroused was one of the great causes for the crushing defeat of 
the Conservative party in 1905. Yet the law of 1902 was put 
into force and remained the law of England until 1918, the 
liberals having failed in 1906 in an attempt to pass an educa- 
tion hill of their own to supersede it. The educational system 
continued to be one of the contentious problems of English 
politics. 

The popularity of the LTnionist ministry began to wane after 
the close of the South African war. Much of its legislation was 
denounced as class legislation designed to bolster up the Con- 
servative party, not to serve the interest of all England. More- 
over a new issue was now injected into British politics which 
divided the Unionists, as Home Rule had divided the Liberals. 
Chamberlain came forward with a proposition for tariff reform 
^^a"”7neans of binding the Empire more closely together. He 
urged that England impose certain tariff duties against the out- 
side world, at the same time exempting her colonies from their 
, operation. He called this policy ‘‘ colonial preference.” It 
i would be that but it would also be the abandonment of the free 
[trade policy of Great Britain and the adoption of the protective 
(system. 

As the discussion of this proposal developed it became apparent 
that Englishmen had not yet lost their faith in free trade as 
still greatly to their advantage, if not absolutely essential to 
their welfare. The ne^v controversy disrupted the Unionist 
party and reunited the liiberals. 

The result of this increasing disaffection was shown in the 
crushing defeat of the Unionists and the inauguration of a very 
different policy under the Liberals. After '"December, 1905, the 
Liberal party was long in power, first under the premiership of 
Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman, and then, after his death early 
in 1908, under that of Herbert Asquith, who gave way, in 
December, 1916, to Lloyd George, a Liberal, but whose ministry 
was a coalition ministry, composed of members of both parties. 
The Liberals won in the General Elections of 1906 the largest 
majority ever obtained since 1882. 

An important achievement of this administration was the 
passage in 1908 Qf the Old Age Pensions Act, which marked a 
long step forward in the extension of state activity. It granted, 
under certai^i slight restrictions, pensions to all persons of a 
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certain age and of a small income. Denounced as paternalistic, 
as socialistic, as sure to undermine the thrift and the sense of 
responsibility of the laborers of Great Britain, it was urged as a 
reasonable and proper recognition of the value of the services , 
to the country of the working classes, services as truly to be * 
rewarded as those of army and navy and administration. The 
act provided that persons seventy years of age whose income 
did not exceed twenty-five guineas a year should receive a weekly 
pension of five shillings, that those with larger incomes should 
receive proportionately smaller amounts, down to the minimum 
of one shilling a week. Those whose income exceeded thirty 
guineas and ten shillings a year were to receive no pensions. It 
was estimated by the prime minister that the initial burden to the 
state would be about seven and a half million pounds, an amount 
that would necessarily increase in later years. The post office 
was used as the distributing agent. This law went into force on 
January 1, 1909. On that day over half a million men arid 
women wont to the nearest post office and drew their first pen- 
sions of from one to five shillings, and on every Friday henceforth 
as long as they lived they might do the same. It was noticed that 
these men and women acce])ted their pensions not as a form of 
charity or poor relief, but as an honorable reward. The statis- 
tics of those claiming under this la^v are instructive and sobering. 
In the county of London one person in every one hundred and 
seventeen was a claimant; in England and Wales one in eighty- 
six; in Scotland one in sixty-seven; in Ireland one in twenty-one. 

The Unionist party had been in control from 1895 to 1905. 
Its chief emphasis had been put upon problems of imperialism. 
Social legislation had slip])ed into the background. But the 
conduct and course of the Boer War, the great adventure in 
imperialism, had not increased the reputation for statesmanship 
or the popularity oUthe Conservatives, and their domestic legisla- 
tion aiming, as was held, at the strengthening of the Established 
Church and the liquor trade, two stout and constant defenders 
of the party, exposed them to severe attack as aristocratic, as 
believers in privileged and vested interests, as hostile to th^ 
development of the democratic forces in the national life. 

Now that the Liberals were in power they turned energetically 
to undo the class legislation of the previous ministry, to remove 
the obstacles to the development of truly popular government. 
The now Liberal pai’ty was more radical than the old Liberal 
party of the time of the first Home Rule Bill as the more con- 
servative Liberals had left it then and had gone over to the oppo- 
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sition. Moreover there now appeared in Parliament a party more 
radical still, the Labor party, with some fifty members. Radical 
social and labor legislation was now attempted. That the 
existing social system weighed with unjust severity upon the 
masses was recognized by the ministry. ‘‘ Property,’’ said 
Asquith, must be associated in the mind of the masses of tlie 
people, with tlie ideas of reason and justice.” In the attempt to 
realize tliis aim the Liberal party was forced into new and 
momentous enterprises. 

THE LIBERAL PARTY AND THE HOUSE OF LORDS 

But when the Libei’als attemj)ted to carry out their fresh and 
I^rogressive programme they immediately confronted a most for- 
midable obstacle. They passed through the House of Commons 
an Education Bill, to remedy the evils of the Education Act of 
1902, enacted in the interests chieflj^ of the Established Church ; 
also a Licensing Bill designed to penalize the liquor trade wliich 
Conservative legislation had greatly favored; a bill abolishing 
plural voting, which gave such undue weight to the propertie(l 
classes, enabling rich men to cast several votes at a time wlien 
many poor men did not have even a single vote. The obstacle 
encountered at every step was the House of liOrds, which threw’ 
out these bills and stood right athwart the })ath of tlie Liberal 
party, firmly resolved not to let any ultra-democratic measures 
pass, firmly resolved also to maintain all the ground the Con- 
servatives had won in the previous administrations. A serious 
political and constitutional problem thus arose which had to 
be settled before the Liberals could use their immense popular 
majority, as shown in the House of Commons, for the enactment 
of Liberal policies. The House of Lords, which w^as always 
ruled by the Conservatives, and w^hich was t'.ot, being an heredi- 
tary body, subject to direct jiopular control, now asserted its 
power frequently and, in the opinion of tlie Liberals, flagrantly, 
by rejecting peremptorily the more distinctive Liberal measures. 
The Lords, encouraged by their easy successes in blocking the 
Commons, blithely took another step forward, a step Mdiicli, as 
events were to prove, w^as to precede a resounding fall. The 
Lords in 1909 rejected the budget, a far more serious act of 
defiance of the popular chamber than any of these others had 
been, and a most conspicuous revelation of the ‘spirit of con- 
fidence which the Lords had in their power, now being so variously 
and systematically asserted. 
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In 1909 Lloyd George, Chancellor of the Exchequcx^. intro- 
duced^the budget. He announced correctly that two new lines, 
of heavy expenditure, the payment of old-age pensions and the 
rapid enlargement of the navy, necessitated new and additional 
taxation. The new taxes which he proposed would bear mainly 
on the wealthy classes. The income tax was to be increased. 
In addition there was to be a special or super-tax on incomes 
of over £5, ()()(). A distinction was to be made between earned 
and unearned incomes — tlie former being the result of the labor 
of the individual, the latter being the income from investments, 
representing no direct personal activity on the part of the 
individual receiving tlieni. Unearned incomes were to be taxed 
higher than earned. Inlieritance taxes were to be graded more 
sharply and to vary decidedly according to the amount involved. 
New taxes on land of various kinds were also to be levied. 

This budget aroused the most vehement opposition of the class 
of landowners, capitalists, bankers, persons of large property 
interests, persons who lived on the money they had inherited, on 
their investments. They denounced the bill as socialistic, as 
revolutionar\^, as, in short, odious class legislation directed 
against the rich, as confiscatory, as destructive of all just 
property rights. 

The budget passed the House of Commons by a large majority. 
It then went to the House of liords. For a long time it had not 
been supposed that the liOrds had any riglit to reject money bills, 
as tliey were an hereditary and not a representative body. They, 
however, now asserted that they had that right, although they 
had not exercised it within the memory of men. After a few 
days of debate they rejected the budget by a vote of 350 to 75 
(November 30, 1909). 

At once was precipitated an exciting and momentous political 
and constitutional struggle. The Liberals, blocked again bj’^ the 
hereditary chamber, consisting solely of the aristocracy of the 
land, and blocked this time in a field wliich had long been con- 
sidered very particularly to be reserved for the House of 
Commons, indignantly j)icked up the gauntlet which the Lords 
had thrown down. The House of Commons voted overwhelm-^ 
ingly, 349 to 134, that the action of the Lords was “ a breach of' 
tlie Constitution and a usurpation of the rights of the House of ^ 
Commons.” Asquith declared in a crowded House that ^‘the! 
House would Ibe unworthy of its past and those traditions of 
which it is the custodian and the trustee,” if it allowed any time 
to pass without showing that it would not brook this usurpation. 
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He declared that the power of the purse ” belonffed to tlic 
Commons alone. The very principle of representative govern* 
nient was at stake. For if the Lords possessed the right they 
had assumed the situation was exactly this: that when the voters 
elected a majority of Conservatives to the Commons then the 
Conservatives would control the legislation; that, when they 
elected a majority of Liberals, tlie Conservatives would still 
control by being able to block all legislation they disliked by the 
veto of the House of liOrds, always and permanently a body 
adhering to the Conservative party. An hereditary body, not 
subject to the people, could veto the people’s wishes as expressed 
by the body that was representative, the House of Commons. 
In other words, the aristocratic element in the state was really 
Imore powerful than the democratic, the house representing a 
jclass was more powerful than the house representing the people. 

The question of the budget and the question of the proper 
position and the future of the Upper Chamber were thus linked 
together. As these questions were of exceptional gravity the 
ministry resolved to seek the o|:)inion of the voters. Parliament 
was dissolved and a new election was ordered. The campaign 
was one of extreme bitterness, expressing itself in numerous acts 
of violence. The election, held in January, 1910, resulted in 
giving the Unionists a hundred more votes than they had had 
in the previous Parliament. Yet despite this gain the Liberals 
would have a majority of over a hundred in the new House of 
Commons if the Labor party and the Irish Home Rulers supported 
them, which they did. 

In the new Parliament the budget which had been thrown out 
the previous year was introduced again, without serious change. 
Again it passed the House of Commons and went to the Lords. 
That House yielded this time and passed the budget with all its 
'po-called revolutionary and socialistic provisions. 

THE “LORDS’ VETO” 

The Liberals now turned their attention to this question of the 

Lords’ Veto,” or of the position proper for an hereditary, aris- 
tocratic chamber in a nation that pretended to be democratic, as 
did England. The issue stated nearly twenty years earlier by 
Gladstone in his last speech in Parliament had no V' arrived at the 
crucial stage. What should be the relations between a delibera- 
tive assembly ^elected by the votes of more than six million voters 
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and an hereditary body? The question was vehemently discussed 
inside Parliament and outside. Various suggestions for reform 
of the House of Lords were made by the members of that House 
itself, justly apprehensive for their future. The death of the 
popular King Edward VII (May 6, 1910), and the accession of 
George V, occurring in the midst of this passionate campaign, 
somewhat sobered the combatants, though only temporarily. 
Attempts were made to see if some compromise regarding the 
future of the House of liords might not be worked out by the 
two parties. But the attempts were futile, the issue being too 
deep and too far-read ling. 

The ministry, wishing the opinion of the people on this new* 
question, dissolved tlie House of Commons again and ordered new/ 
elections, the second within a single year (December, 1910). Thd 
result was that the parties came back each with practically the 
same number of members as before. The Government’s majority 
was undiminished. 

The Asquitli ministry now passed througli the House of 
Commons a Parliament Bill restricting the power of the House 
of Lords in several important particulars and providing that 
the House of Commons should in last resort have its way 
in any controversy with the other chamber. This bill passed 
the House of Commons by a large majority. How could it 
be got through the House of Lords? Would the Lords be 
likel}^ to vote in favor of the recognition of their inferiority to 
the other House, would they consent to this withdrawal from them 
of powers they had hitherto exercised, would they acquiesce in 
this altered and reduced situation at the hands of a chamber 
whose measures they had been freely blocking for several years? 
Of course they would not if they could help it. But there was one 
way in which the op})osition of the House of Lords could be over- 
come, no matter ho’*^. overwhelming. The King could create new 
peers — as many as he liked — enough to overcome the majority 
against the measure in question. This supreme weapon the King, 
wliich of course meant the Asquith ministry, was now^ prepared 
to use. Asquith announced that he had the consent of George 
V to create enough peers to secure the passage of the bill in case 
it wore necessary. The threat was sufficient. The Lords on 
August 18,, 1911t passed the Parliament Act which so profoundly 
altered their own status, power and prestige. This measure/ 
establishes new processes of law-making. If the I/ords with- 
hold their assent from a monej" bill, that is, any bill raising taxes 
or making appropriations, for more than one month after it has ! 
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passed tlie House of Commons, the bill may be presented for the 
King’s signature and on receiving it becomes law without the 
consent of the Lords. If a bill other than a money bill is passed 
by the Commons in three successive sessions, whetlier of the same 
Parliament or not, and is rejected by the Lords, it may on a third 
rejeclion by them, be presented for the King’s assent and on 
receiving tliat assent will become a law, notwithstanding the fact 
that tlie House of Lords lias not consented to the bill — provided 
that two years have elapsed between the second reading of the 
bill in the first of those sessions and the date on whicli it passes 
the Commons for the tliird time. 

This Parliament or Veto Bill contained another important 
provision, substituting five years for seven as the maxinuini 
duration of a Parliament; that is, members of tlie Commons are 
henceforth chosen for five, not seven years. Their term was 
thus reduced. 

Thus the veto j:)Ower of the House of Lords is gone entirely 
for all financial legislation, and for all other legislation its 
veto is merely suspensive. The Commons can have their way 
in the end. They may be delayed two years. 

The way was now cleared for the enactment of certain legis- 
lation desired by the Liberal party which could not secure the 
approval of the House of Lords. It was possible finally to pass 
a Home Rule Bill, to the princij)le of wliich the liiberal party 
had been committed for a (juarter of a century. On April 11, 
1912, Asquith introduced the third Home Rule Bill, granting 
Ireland a Parliament of her own, consisting of a Senate of 40 
members and a House of Commons of 1(54. If the two houses 
should disagree, then they were to sit and vote together. On 
certain subjects the Irisli Parliament should not have the right 
to legislate: on peace or war, naval or militarv affairs, treaties, 
currency, foreign commerce. It could not es4:ablisli or endow any 
religion or impose any religious disabilities. Tlie Irish were 
to be represented in the Parliament in Imndon by 42 members 
instead of the previous number, 10»3. 

This measure was passionately opposed by the Conservative 
party and particularly by the ITlster party, Ulster being that 
province of Ireland in which the Protestants were strong. They 
went so far in their opposition as to threaten civil war, in case 
Ulster were not exempted from the operation of this law. During 
the next two years the battle raged around this paint, in confer- 
ences between political leaders, in discussions in l^arliament and 
the press. A^ftempts at compromise failed as the Home Rule 



PASSAGE OF THE HOME RULE BILL 


485 


party would not consent to the exemption of a quarter of Ireland 
from the jurisdiction of the proposed Irish Parliament, 

The bill was, however, passed and was immediately vetoed by 
the House of Lords. At the next session it was passed again and 
again vetoed by the Lords. Finally on iMay 25, 1914, it was! 
passed a third time by the House of Commons by a vote of 351 
to 274, a majority of 77. The bill was later rejected by the 
Lords. It might now become a law witliout their consent, in 
conformity witli tlie Parliament Act of 1911. Only the formal 
assent of the King was necessary. 

But the ministry was so imj)ressed by the vehemence and the 
determination of the Ulster party,” which went so far as to 
organize an army and establisli a sort of provisional govern- 
ment, that it decided to continue discussions in order to see 
whether some compromise might not be arranged. These dis- 
cussions were interrupted by the outbreak of the European 
War. 

Meanwhile a bill disestablishing the Anglican Church in Wales 
had gone through the same process; had thrice been passed 
by the Commons and rejected by the Lords. lake the Home 
Rule Bill, it only awaited the signature of the sovereign. 

Finally that signature was given to both bills on September) 
18, 1914, but Parliament ])assed on that same day a bill suspend-| 
ing these laws from operation until the close of the war. 

England now had far more serious things to consider and she 
swept the deck clean of contentious domestic matters until a 
more convenient season. Whether the Home Rule Act when 
finally put into force would be accom])anied with amendments 
which would pacify the Protestants of leister, remained, of 
course, to be seen, or whetlier, indeed, it would ever be put 
into force. 



CHAPTER XXV 

THE BRITISH EMPIRE IN THE NINETEENTH 

CENTURY 

Wp: Jiave thus far concerned ourselves with the history of 
the P]uropean continent. But one of the most remarkal)le 
features of the nineteenth century was the reacliing out of 
Euro])e for the conquest of the world, and the opening of the 
])resent century sees tlie process far advanced. What is known as 
Euro])ean civilization is in its characteristic features becoming 
tlie civilization of all countries and continents. The age of 
world j)olitics, of world commerce, has come; the age of a common 
world culture ap[)ears likely ultimately to prevail. This ex- 
traordinary transformation is being effected by a number of 
agencies, by the building up of great colonial empires, by con- 
scious and resolute imitation of Phirope on the part of countries 
like Japan, and, very recently, by China, India, and Persia; by 
the elaboration of a marvelous economic life, each decade making 
enormous strides, of which every nation and country are necessary 
parts, bound securely together in the mesh of reciprocal needs 
and advantages. l^eoples may no longer live in splendid or 
inglorious isolation, even if they wish to. I'niropean nations 
dominate directly immense regions of the world outside of Euroj)e, 
civilization is acting as a powerful dissolvent of other inferior 
or less complex civilizations. The nineteenth century was not 
only a century of nation building, as we have seen, but of empire 
building on a colossal scale. A movemeid/'so vast in its sweep, 
so varied in its manifestations, so momentous in its inevitable 
consequences, merits careful study. Of the forces furthering 
this evolution undoubtedly tlie most important is the British 
Em})ire. 

At the close of the eighteenth century England ^possessed 
in the New' World, Upper and Lower Canada, New Brunswick, 
Nova Scotia, Newfoundland, Prince Edward Island, and a 
large vague region known as the Hudson Bay territory; 
Jamaica, and other West Indian islands; in Australia, a strip 
of tlie eastern coast ; in India, the Bengal or lower Ganges 
region, Bomfeay, and strips along the eastern and western 
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coasts. The most important feature of her colonial policy 
had been her elimination of France as a rival, from whom slio 
had taken in the Seven Years’ War almost all of her North 
American and East Indian possessions. This Empire she in- 
creased during the Revolutionary and Napoleonic wars, largely 
at tJie expense of France and Holland, tlie ally of France. Thus 
she acquired the Cape of Good Hope, Guiana in South America, 
Tobago, Trinidad, and St. Lucia, in the Pacific Mauritius and 
Ceylon. In the Mediterranean she acquired Malta. She also 
obtained Heligoland, and the protectorate of the Ionian Islands. 

Since 1815 her Enq)ire has been vastly augmented by a 
long series of wars, and by tlie natural advance of her colonists 
over countries contiguous to tlie early settlements, as in Canada 
and Australia. Her Empire lies in every quarter of the globe. 

INDIA 

The acquisition of India, a world in itself, for the British 
crown was tlie work of a private commercial organization, the 
East India Company, which was founded in the sixteenth century 
and given a monojioly of the trade witli India, This company 
established trading stations in various parts of that peninsula. 
Coming into conflict with the French, and mixing in the quarrels 
of the native princes, it succeeded in winning direct control 
of largo sections, and indirect control of others by assuming 
protectorates over certain of the princes, who allied themselves 
witli the English and ^vere left on their thrones. This commer- 
cial company became invested with the government of these 
acquisitions, under the provisions of the laws passed by the 
Englisli Parliament at various times. In the nineteenth century 
the area of British control steadily widened, until it became 
complete. Its jirogress was immensely furthered by the overthrow, 
after a long and intermittent war, of the Maliratta confederacy, 
a loose union of Indian princes dominating central and western 
India. This confederacy was finally conquered in a war which 
lasted from 181(5 to 1818, wlien a large part of its territories 
were added directlv to the English possessions, and other parts 
were left under their native rulers, who, however, were brought 
effectively under Englisli control b}" being obliged to conform 
to English policy, to accept English liesidents at their courts, 
whose advice they were practically compelled to follow, and by 
putting their native armies under British direction. Such is the 
condition of many of them at the present dtxy. 
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The Knglisli also advanced to the north and the northwest, 
from Bengal. One of their most important annexations was that 
of the Punjab, an immense territory on the Indus, taken as a 
result of two difficult wars (1845 to 1849), and the Oudli province, 
one of the richest sections of India, lying between the Punjal) 
and Bengal, annexed in 1856. 

The steady march of English conquest aroused a bitter feel- 
ing of hostility to the English, which came to a licad in the 
famous Sepoy Mutiny of 1857, which for a time threatened the 
complete overthrow of tlje British in northern India. Tliere were 
various causes of this insurrection : the bitter discontent of the 
deposed princes and their adherents, who sent out emissaries to 
stir up hatred against the intruders; tlie fear of other princes 
that their turn might come; the introduction of railways and tele- 
graphs, represented by the priests as an attack upon their 
religion; rumors that the English intended to force Christianity 
upon the people and destroy their religion and civilization; the 
attempts to stamp out the custom of female infanticide ; a ])roph- 
ecy of the soothsayers that Englisli domination was destined 
to end on the hundredth anniversary of its beginning at the battle 
of Plassey (1757). 

English domination rested on military force, and in the main 
upon the native Indian soldiers. There wore in India in 1857 
about 45,000 English troops, and over 250,000 native soldiers, 
the Sepoys. In that year a mutiny broke out among the Sepoys 
of the Ganges provinces in northern India. The immediate oc- 
casion was the introduction of a new rifle, or rather of the ])aper- 
covered cartridges for it, which were lubricated, it was alleged, 
with the fat of cows and ])igs. One end of the cartridges had to 
be bitten by the teeth before being put into the barrel. This 
outraged the religious feeling of the Hindus, who regarded the 
cow as a sacred animal, and of the IMohamiriedans, wfio regarded 
the pig as unclean, the lard as contaminating. The English 
tried to dispel the rumor by publishing a formula of the grease 
used, and ordering officers to assure the soldiers that these in- 
gredients were not employed, but their efforts were unavailing. 
A cavalry regiment refused to receive the new munitions^ some of 
its members were sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment, their com- 
rades began an insurrection to save them, and the insurrection 
spread swiftly. The native soldiery seized ‘Delhi, the ancient 
capital of the Moguls, Lucknow, Cawnpore, and other places, 
massacring with barbarous cruelty large numbers of men, women, 
and children.. Shortly all northern India seemed lost. 
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The English took a fearful and decisive revenge. Many of 
the Sepoys remained loyal, European troops were rushed to the 
scene of the disturbance, and the insurrection was crushed. 
Beside themselves witli rage and terrified by the narrowness of 
the escape, the English meted out ferocious punishment. Hun- 
dreds were sliot in cold blood, without trial, and thousands were 
hanged after trials tliat were a travesty of justice. Many were 
fastened to the moutlis of cannon and blown to pieces. 

Since the mutiny of 18.57 no serious attem])ts have been made 
to overthrow Fmglish control. One important consequence was 
that in 1858 the government of India was transferred to the 
Crowm from the private company which had conducted it for a 
century. It passed under the direct authority of England. 
Jn 1876, as we have seen, India was declared an empire, and 
Queen Victoria assumed the title Fmipress of India, January 1, 
1877. This fact was officially announced in India by Lord 
Lytton, the Viceroy, to an imposing assembly of the princes. 

An empire it surely is, with its three hundred and twenty 
million inhabitants. A Viceroy stands at the head of the govern- 
ment. There is a Secretary for India in the British Ministry. 
The government is largc^ly carried on by the highly organized 
Uivil Service of India, and is in the hands of about eleven hundred 
Englishmen. About 250 millions of people are under the direct 
control of Great Brifain ; about 70 millions live in native states 
under native rulers, the Protected Princes of India,’’ of w^hom 
fhere WTre, a few years ago, ncfirly seven hundred. For all 
practical purposes, however, these princes must follow the advice 
of English officials, or Residents, stationed in their capitals. 

The people of India,” says President liOwell, “ are not a 
nation, but a conglomerate of many different races and religions, 
often side by side in the same place, yet unmixed f>nd sharply 
separate. It is this^ as Seeley pointed out in his ‘ Expansion 
of England,’ that has enabled the British to conquer and hold 
the country. If the inhabitants could act together, and WTre 
agreed in w\anting independence, they could get it. In short, if 
they were capable of national self-government, the English 
would li>^e on a volcano, and their occupation would be brief. 
The Mutiny was suppressed because it was not universal. The 
Sikhs helped to put dowm the Sepoys ; and so long as large 
sections of the people distrust one another more than they do 
the English, (disaffection has little chance of achieving any 
notable result.”^ 

1 Lowell, The Government of Enfjland, II, 424-125, 
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Not only did England complete her control of India in the 
nineteenth century, but she added countries round about India, 
Burma toward the east, and, toward the west, Baluchistan, 
a part of which was annexed outright, and the remainder brought 
under a protectorate. She also imposed a kind of protectorate 
uj)on Afghanistan, as a result of two Afghan wars (18539—42 
and 1878-80). 


BRITISH NORTH AMERICA 

In 181 5, as already stated. Great Britain possessed, on the con- 
tinent of North America, six colonies: l^^pper Canada, Lower 
Canada, New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island, 
and Newfoundland ; and the Hudson Bay Company’s territories 
stretched to tlie north and northwest with inidefined boundaries. 
The total population of these colonies was about 460,000. Tlic 
colonics were entirely separate from eacli other. Each had ifs 
ow'n government, and its relations were not with the others, but 
with England. The oldest and most populous was Lower Can- 
ada, which included Montreal and Queliec and the St. Lawrence 
valley. It was the French colony compiered in 17(>h Its popu- 
lation was French-speaking, and Homan Catholic in religion. 

The two most important of these colonies were Lower Canada, 
largely French, and l!p})er Canada, entirely English. Each had 
received a constitution in 1791, modeled along lines familiar to 
Englishmen at home. Tl^ere was a Governor appointed by the 
monarch, an Executive Council, a])pointed by the same authority 
and corresponding to the cabinet, a Legislative Council, likewise 
appointed by the Crown and for life, intended as the nearest ap- 
proach to the House of Lords possible in a frontier country, 
and a House of Assembly, the members of which were elected 
by the people. 

Neither in Upper nor in Lower Canad/i^ did the constitution 
work well. In Upper Canada there were ])erpetual conflicts be- 
tween the two Houses on the one hand, and the Governor on tlie 
other. The Governor could virtually veto the actions of the legis- 
lature, and considered himself responsible primarily to the Englisli 
Government, not to the peojile of the province. He confwltcd the 
Executive Council only infrequently, and followed its opinion 
only when he chose to. What the two Houses were constantly 
struggling for was the creation of an executive, responsible, not 
to the monarch in England, but to tlicmselves, ahd to this end 
they wished to make the Executive Council resemble the ministry 
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in England. This struggle between executive and legislature 
was the fundamental. pToblern.. in this province, which had, how- 
ever, other grievances, such as the practical monopoly in office- 
holding which a few families had succeeded in acquiring. 

In Lower or French Canada there was also a constitutional 
struggle, embittered by race animosity. The French, overwhelm- 
ingly predominant in population, controlled only the House of 
Assembly, while the three other branches of the Government, the 
Governor, Executive Council, and Legislative Council, all ap- 
pointive and not elective, were controlled by the English element. 
The chief struggle in tliis colony was between the Assembly, con- 
trolled by the French, and the Legislative Council, controlled 
by the English. Tlie French demanded that the Legisla- 
tive Council be made elective, expecting, if that were done, to 
have the majority in it. They demanded also that the executive, 
with the exception of the Governor, be made responsible to the 
legislature. The French, unable to get control of any branch 
of the government except the Assembly, resolved to use this to 
force Hie concessions they desired. They refused to make the 
appropriations necessary for the running of the government. 
Year after year, from 18»T2 on, no moneys were voted for the pay- 
ment of judges and civil officials. The struggle was similar to 
that witnessed in the eighteenth century in many of the thirteen 
colonies to the south. 

The conhict was between the representative and the non-rep- 
resentative parts of the government. It was fundamentally a 
constitutional question. The colonies did not possess complete 
legislative power, as the upper chamber, non-elective, could block 
the lower chamber, representing the people. Nor had the legis- 
lature, as a wliole, what it had in England — control over the 
executive. ‘‘ Tlie colonies liave the mockeries, the shadows of 
English institutions, .not the realities; the names, not the sub- 
stances,” said Lord Durham later. The principle which makes* 
the English system of government w^orkable, responsibility of the 
executive to the legislature, was lacking. The people had no 
efficient control of tlieir rulers. England had not yet solved the 
problem of colonial government. 

In 1837 disaffection had reached such a point that revolu- 
tionary movements broke out in both colonies. These were easily 
suppressed by the Canadian authorities without help from Eng- 
land, but the gyieVances of the colonists still remained. 

The English Government, throughly alarmed at the 
danger of the loss of another empire, adopted the part of 
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discretion and sent out to Canada a commissioner to study 
the grievances of the colonists. The man chosen was Lord 
Durham, whose part in the reform of 1832 had been brilliant. 
Durham was in Canada five months. Ilis acts were vehe- 
mently criticized in Parli<ament, the ministry, which had 
appealed to him to undertake the mission, did not loyally 
support Jiim, and he shortly returned to England, humiliated 
and in official disgrace, the victim of the party and personal 
politics of England. He had ‘^marred a career, but made a 
nation.’^ The Durham Report, submitted to Parliament on 
his return, entitles him to the rank of the greatest colonial 
statesman in British history. It contained a full description 
of the situation in Canada, and proposed sweeping changes 
in colonial policy. 

Examining the liistory of the six ]:)rovinces, Lord Durham de> 
dared ‘‘ that the natural state of government in all these colonies 
is that of collision between the executive and the representative 
body.” He pointed out that the executive was irresponsible, and 
asked how’ long Englishmen at home would tolerate a ministry 
not in symj)atliy with the majority of the House of Commons. 
Such ministries w^ere the common occurrence in (\inada. 
‘‘ It is difficult,” he declared, to understand how any English 
statesman could have imagined that representative and irrespon- 
sible government could be successfully combined.” He also de- 
clared that the situation in Canada was the unavoidable result 
of a system which stinted the unpopular branch of the legisla- 
ture of the necessary privileges of a rej^resentative body.” The 
Assembly in Lower Canada had been conducting ‘‘ a constant war- 
fare with the executive, for the })urpose of obtaining the powers 
inherent in a representative body by the very nature of repre- 
sentative government.” 

Fox had said that the only method jof retaining distant 
colonies, with advantage, is to enable them to govern themselves.” 
This was what Lord Durham now proposed, namely, the intro- 
duction of complete ministerial responsibility to the popular 
chamber, The Crown must consent to carry on the govern- 
ment by means of those in whom the representative members have 
confidence.” ‘‘ That sounds like a truism now,” sa*ys Lord 
Durham’s biographer, but it was the first recognition by a 
responsible statesman of the principle of self-government in the 
colonies.” ^ 

No wonder then that this Report has been called the Magna 
1 Reid, Life and Letters of Lord Durham^ II, 314. 
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Charta of the Colonies,’’ the “ most valuable document in the 
English language on the subject of colonial policy,” the “ text- 
book of every advocate of colonial freedom in all parts of the 
globe,” that it is asserted to have ‘‘ broadened once for all the 
lines of constructive statesmanship in all that relates to the 
colonial policy of England.” 

l.ord Durham believed also in a federal union of all the British 
colonies of North America, but, recognizing that the idea was 
})remature, lie recommended the union of Upper and Lower 
C'anada into a single colony with a single government. This 
he also thought would liave the advantage of putting the English, 
the more jirogressive element, in a majority in the united colony. 

Durham’s recommendations were not immediately followed, 
as they seemed to many Englishmen to render the colonies 
independent. In 1840, however, a bill was passed carrying 
out the latter suggestion of a fusion of Ontario and Quebec, 
U])})er and liower Canada, under a single government, the 
Assembly to have larger powers than previously. But the 
essential feature of Durham’s report, ministerial respoiisir 
bility, was not provided for in the law, and, as a matter of 
fact, during the next seven years the Governors did not act 
upon the principle that the Executive Council was to do 
as the majority of the Assemblj^ wished. This vital and, as 
far as the colonies were concerned, revolutionary principle 
was adopted in 1847 by Lord Elgin, the Governor of Can- 
ada and the son-in-law of Lord Durham, who chose as 
members of the Executive Council members of the French 
party then in majority in the Assembly, an act very un- 
popular with the English, and leading to a riot in which the 
mob attacked the Governor’s carriage and set fire to the 
Parliament building. Elgin adhered to his resolution, how- 
ever, and the principle of ministerial responsibility was thus 
introduced, and has since been constantly maintained. It was 
custom, however, not law. It spread rapidly to the other 
colonies of Great Britain, which were chiefly of English 
stock and were therefore considered capable of self-govern- 
ment. Res])onsible government was granted to Nova Scotia 
and New Brunswick in 1848, to Prince Edward Island in 
18f51, to New Zealand in 1854, and within the next two years 
to New' South Wales, Victoria, Tasmania, South Australia, 
and Newfoundjatid ; to Queensland in 1859; to British Co- 
lumbia in 1871; to Cape Colony in 1872; to Western Aus- 
tralia in 1890, and Natal in 189»J: to Transvaal Colony in 
1906, and Orange River Colony in 1907. 
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DOMINION OF CANADA 

The Act of 1840, based largely u])on Durham’s Report, had 
united tapper and Lower Canada, or Ontario and Quebec, into 
one colony, had swept away tlie two legislatures and established 
a single one for the united colony. This union of two colonies 
so very dissimilar, the one English, the other largely French, did 
not work smoothly, and there was a strong feeling that each part 
should have a legislature of its own for purely local purposes. 

Lord Durham liad also suggested federation of all the North 
American colonies as a final settlement. Various reasons pre- 
vented this for many years, among others the very defective 
means of communication, but the desire for federation gradually 
increased. 

The growth of population, the improvement of ways of com- 
munication by the building of railroads, the example of the 
successful federation across the border to the south, and the 
possible danger of attack from that side, as suggested by the 
Fenian movement and the Alabama contentions, all caused 
Canadian public opinion to express itself in favor of union. The 
English Parliament was therefore merely voicing Canadian senti- 
ment when in 1867 it passed the British North American Act. 
Indeed, that act had been drawn up in Canada and was ratified 
by the English Parliament without change. By it Upper and 
Lower Canada, Nova Scotia and New Brunswick were joined into 
a confederation called the Dominion of Canada. There was to be 
a central or federal parliament sitting at Ottawa. There were 
also to be local or provincial legislatures in each province to 
legislate for local affairs. Questions aftecting the whole Dominion 
were reserved for the Dominion Parliament. 

The central or Dominion Parliament was to consist of a 
Senate and a House of Commons. The Senate was to be 
composed of seventy members nominated for life by the 
Governor-General, himself appointed by the monarch, and 
representing the Crown. The House of Commons was to be 
elected by the people. In some respects the example of the 
English Government was followed in the constitution, in 
others that of the United States. This federation differs 
from ours in one very important particular. By our con- 
stitution certain definite powers are granted the federal gov- 
ernment. All others are vested either in tlie states or the 
people of the states. In the Dominion certain powers are 
granted to the provinces. All others are vested in the federal 
government. * 
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Though the Dominion began with only four provinces 
provision was made for the possible admission of others. 
Manitoba was admitted in 1870, British Columbia in 1871, 
Frince Edward Island in 1873. 

In 1846, by the settlement of the Oregon dispute, the 
line dividing the English possessions from the United States 
was extended to the Pacific Ocean, and in 1869 the Dominion 
acquired by purchase (£300,000) the vast territories belong- 
ing to the Hudson Bay Company, out of which the great 
provinces of Alherta and Saskatchewan have been carved 
and admitted into the union (1905). The Dominion now 
includes all of Britisli North America except the island of 
Newfoundland, whicli has steadily refused to join. It thus 
extends from ocean to ocean. Except for the fact that she 
receives a Governor-General from England and that she 
possesses no treaty powers, Canada is practically independent. 
She manages her own affairs, and even imposes tariff’s which 
are disadvantageous to the mother country. That she has 
imperial as well as local patriotism, however, was shown strik- 
ingly in her support of England in the South African war. She 
sent Canadian regiments tliither at her own expense to co-operate 
in an enterprise not closely connected with her ow^i fortunes. 

The founding of the C'anadian union in 1867 rendered 
]) 0 ssible tlie construction of a great transcontinental railway, 
the Canadian Pacific, built betwx'en 1881 and 1885. This 
has in turn reacted upon the Donii?non, binding the. different 
provinces together, and contributing to the remarkable develop- 
ment of tlie wx'st. Another transcontinental railw^ay has since 
been built farther to the north. Canada is connected by steam- 
ship lines with Europe and wuth Japan and Australia. Her 
|)opulation has increased from less tlian five hundred thousand 
in 1815 to more tliau nine million. Her pros])erity has grown 
immensely, and her economic life is becoming more varied. 
Largely an agricultural and timber-producing country, manu- 
factures are now developing under the stimulus of protective 
tariffs, and her vast mineral resources are in process of rapid 
developmy/it. 


AUSTRALIA 

An eminent F;;nglish liistorian. Sir Spencer Walpole, has 
written that ^'the greatest fact in the liistory of England 
is that she is the mother of the United States. It may be 
similarly added, that the greatest fact in the history of the 
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nineteenth century is the foundation of a new Britain — which 
may eventually prove a greater Britain — in the Southern 
Hemisphere,” ^ 

Whether Australia will prove a greater Britain or not, only 
the future can show, but the opening of the twentieth century 
sees a new colonial nation ” in existence, prosperous, energetic, 
ambitious. The creation of that new empire was the work of 
the nineteenth century, an empire nearly as extensive territorially 
as the United States or Canada, about three-fourths as large as 
Europe, and inhabited almost entirely by a population of 
English descent. 

i\o systematic ex])loration of this southern continent, Terra 
Australis^ was undertaken until toward the close of the eighteenth 
century, but certaiji parts had been sighted or traced much 
earlier by Spanish, Portuguese, and ])articularly by Dutch 
navigators. Among the last, Tasman is to be mentioned, who 
in 1642 explored the southeastern portion, though he did not 
discover that the land which was later to bear his name was an 
island, a fact not known, indeed, for a century and a half. He 
discovered the islands to the east of Australia, and gave to them 
a Dutch name. New Zealand. The Dutch called the Terra 
Australis New Holland, claiming it by right of discovery. But 
they made no attempt to occupy it. '^I'he attention of the 
English was first directed thither by the famous Captain Cook, 
who made three voyages to this region between 1768 and 1779. 
Cook sailed around New Zealand, and then along the eastern 
coast of this New Holland. He put into a certain harbor, whicli 
was forthwith named Botany Bay, so vari(‘d was the vegetation 
on the shores. Sailing up the eastern coast, he claimed it all 
for George III, and called it New South Wales, because it 
reminded him of the Welsh coast. Seventeen years, however, 
went by before any settlement was made, t 

As Australia was remote, it was considered by English 
statesmen a good place to which to send criminals, and it 
was as a convict colony that the new em])ire began. The 
first expedition for the colonization of the country sailed from 
England in May 1787 with 750 convicts on bqard, and 
reached Botany Bay in January 1788. Here the first 
settlement was made, and to it was given the name of the 
c(donial secretary of the day, Sydney. For many years 
fresh cargoes of convicts were sent out wlid^ .on the expira- 
tion of their sentences, received lands. Free settlers came 
1 1 IIi«tory of EUffland, VI, 33(5. 
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too, led to emigrate by various periods of economic de- 
pression at home, by promises of land and food, and by an 
increasing knowledge of the adaptability of the new con- 
tinent to agriculture, and particularly to sheep raising. By 
1820 the poj)ulation was not far from 40,000. During the first 
thirty years the government was military in character. 

The free settlers were strongly opposed to having Aus- 
tralia regarded as a prison for English convicts. They were 
not a desirable class of immigrants, and their presence tended 
to prevent men from coming whose immigration would have, 
been desirable. As Englishmen came to see that this was an 
expensive and ineffective way of punishing criminals, and as the 
free men in Australia vehemently denounced the custom as a stigma 
upon their adopted land, it was finally abolished in New South 
Wales in 1840. Tlie custom lingered on, however, in other 
colonies, and did not entirely disap])ear until 1858. Tliis question 
of the transportation of criminals, was one of the important 
questions in Australia during the first part of its history. 

Australia had thus far been mainly a ])astoral country, 
producing wool and hides. But, in 1851 and 1852, rich 
deposits of gold were found, rivaled only by those discovered 
a little earlier in California. A tremendous inmiigration 
ensued. The population of the colony of Victoria (cut off 
from New South Wales) increased from 70,000 to more than 
800,000 in five years. Australia has ever since remained 
one of the great gold-producing countries of the world. 

Thus there gradually grew up six colonies, New South Wales^ 
Queensland, Victoria, South Australia, Western Australia, and 
the neighboring island of Tasmania. These were gradually in 7 
vested wdth self-government, })arliaments and responsible minis^ 
tries in the fashion worked out in Canada. The population 
increased steadilv, and bv the end of tlie centurv numbered about 
four million. In 1928 it was over five million. 

The great political event in the history of these colonies was 
their union into a confederation at the close of the century. Up 
to that time the colonies had been legally unconnected with each 
other, and their only form of union was the loose one under the 
British Crown. For a long time there was discussion as to the 
advisability of binding them more closely together. Various 
reasons contributed to convince the Australians of the advantages- 
of federation. * They have been summarized by Lord Bryce as. 
follows: “The gain to trade and the general convenience to be 
expected from abolishing the tariffs established on tbp frontiers of 
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leach colony, the need for a common system of military defense, 

' the advantages of a common legislation for the regulation of rail- 
ways and the fixing of railway rates, the advantages of a 
common control of the larger rivers for the purposes both 
of navigation and of irrigation, the need for uniform legis- 
lation on a number of commercial and industrial topics, 
the importance of finding an authority competent to provide 
for old age pensions and for the settlement of labor disputes 
all over the country, the need for uniform provisions against 
the entrance of colored races (especially Chinese, Malays, and 
Indian coolies), the stimulus to be given to industry and trade 
by substituting one great community for six smaller ones.” ^ 

Moreover, the desire for nationality, which accomplished 
such remarkable changes in Europe in the nineteenth century, 
was also, active here. An Australian Y)atriotism had grown up. 
Australians desired to make their country the dominant author- 
ity in the Southern Hemisphere. They longed for a larger out- 
look than that given by the life of the separate colonies, and 
thus both reason and sentiment combined toward the same end, 
a close union, the creation of another colonial nation.” 

Union was finally achieved after ten years of earnest dis- 
cussion (1890-1 900). The various experiments in federation 
were carefully studied, ])articularly the constitutions of the 
United States and Canada. The draft of the constitution was 
worked over by several conventions, by the ministers and the 
governments of the various colonies, and was finally submitted 
to the people for ratification. Ratification being secured, 
the constitution was then passcxl through the British Parlia- 
ment under the title of The Commonwealtli of Australia Con- 
stitution Act ” (1900). The constitution w^as the work of the 
Australians. The part taken by England was simY)ly one of 
acceptance. Though Parliament nuulc certain suggestions of 
detail, it did not insist upon them in the case of Australian oppo- 
sition. 

The constitution established a federation consisting of the 
six colonies wdiich were henceforth to be called states, not 
provinces, as in the case of Canada. It created x federal 
Parliament of two houses, a Senate consisting of six senators 
from each state, and a House of Representatives apportioned 
among the several states according to Y)opulat^pn. The i^owers 


1 Bryce, Studies in History and Jurisprudence, I, 478-479. 
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given to the F'ederal Government were carefully defined. The new 
system was inaugurated January 1, 1901.^ 

NEW ZEALAND 

Not included in the new commonwealth is an important group 
of islands of Australasia called New Zealand, situated 1,200 miles 
cast of Australia. England began to have some connection with 
these islands shortly after 1815, but it was not until 1839 that 
they were formally annexed to the Britisli Emj)ire. In 1854 New 
Zealand was given res])onsible government, and in 1865 was en- 
tirely separated from New South Wales and made a sei)arate 
colony. Emigration was methodically encouraged. New Zealand 
was never a convict colony. Population increased and it gradu- 
ally became the most democratic colony of the Empire. In 1907 
the designation of the colonj’^ was changed to the Dominion of 
New Zealand. 

New Zealand consists of two main islands wdth many smaller 
ones. It is about a fourth larger than Great Britain and has a 
population of about 1,200,000, of whom about 52,000 are abo- 
rigines, the iNTaoris. Its capital is IVellington, wdth a population 
of ovc‘r 100,000. Auckland is another iin))ortant city. New 
Zealand is an agricultural and grazing country, and also possesses 
ricli mineral deposits, including gold. 

New Zealand is of great interest to the w orld of to-da}" because 
of its cxpei’iments in advanced social reform, legislation concern- 
ing labor and capital, landowning and commerce. State control 
has been extended over more brandies of industry than has been 
the case in any otlier country. 

The Government owns and operates the raihvays.“ The roads 
arc run, not for firofit, but for service to tlie peo])le. As rapidly 
as profits exceed three per cent., ])assenger and freiglit rates are 
reduced. Gonijirehei’isive and successful attemjits are made by 
very low rates to induce the people in congested districts to live 
in the country. AVorkmen going in and out travel about three 
miles for a cent. Children in the ])riniary grades in schools are 
carried free, and those in higher grades at very low rates. 

1 A vafuahle drscription of this conslilution is to be found in Bryce, 
Sfudies in Hintnrij and ,! urisprudence, “The Australian Coinnionwealth.’’ 
Ahstraet of this in Beard, Inirn. to Enp. Hist., ]>]). ()t5-(3()2. See also Bright, 
Hist, of Enp., V. 197-199. The cimstitution itself may be found in Dodd, 
Modern Constitutions. On inauguration of the new governinent see Annual 
Register 1901, 44*4-415. 

In 1921 the Government owned 3,009 miles. There was 138 miles of 
private lines. ^ 
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The Government also owns and operates the telegraphs and 
telephones and conducts postal savings banks. Life insurance is 
largely in its hands. It lias a fire and accident insurance depart- 
ment. In 1903 it began the operation of some state coal mines. 
Its land legislation is remarkable. Its main purpose is to prevent 
the land from being monopolized by a few, and to enable the 
people to become landholders. In 1892 progressive taxation on 
the larger estates was adopted, and in 1896 the sale of such 
estates to the Government was made compulsory, and thus ex- 
tensive areas have come under government ownership. The State 
transfers them under various forms of tenure to the landless and 
working classes. The system of taxation, based on the principle 
of graduation, higher rates for larger incomes, properties, and 
inheritances, is designed to break up or prevent monopol}’^ and to 
favor the small proprietor or producer. 

In industrial and labor legislation New Zealand has also made 
radical experiments, i^rbitration in labor disputes is compul- 
sory if cither side invokes it, and the decision is binding. Factory 
laws are stringent, aiming particularly at the protection of 
women, the elimination of sweating.’’ In stores the Saturday 
half holiday is universal. The Government has a Labor Depart- 
ment whose head is a member of the Cabinet. Its first duty is to 
find work for the unem])loycd, and its great effort is to get the 
people out of the cities into the country. Tliere is an Old Age 
Pension Law, enacted in 1898 and amended in 1905, providing 
pensions of about a hundred and twenty-five dollars for all men 
and women after the age of sixty-five whose income is less than 
five dollars a week. 

All this governmental activity rests on a democratic basis. 
There are no property qualifications for voting, and women have 
the suffrage as well as men. The referendum has been 
adopted. 

The more advanced parties demand a further extension in 
the line of social reform; the nationalization of lands and mines, of 
marine and coastal and intercolonial services ; state clothing and 
boot factories, flour and woolen mills, bakeries, iron-works, and 
ship-building yards. The Australian colony of Victoria has 
enacted much legislation resembling that described in the case of 
New Zealand. 

BRITISH SOUTH AFRICA 

As an Incident in the wars against France and her ally and 
dependent, Holland, England seized the Dutch possession in 
South Africa* Cape Colony. This colony she retained in 1814, 
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together with certain Dutch possessions in South America, pay- 
ing six million pounds as compensation. This was the beginning 
of English expansion into Africa, whicli was to attain remarkable 
proportions before the close of the century. This Dutch colony 
had been founded as early as 1652 as a port of call for Dutch 
ships trading with the Orient. Immigrants came from Holland, 
and after the revocation of the Edict of Nantes under Louis XIV, 
many Huguenots joined them. These Frenchmen were gradually 
completely absorbed in the Dutcli population, losing all dis- 
tinguishing characteristics. England kept the colony in 1814 
for the same purpose tliat tlic Dutch had founded it, as a port 
of call, for English commerce with India went by this route, there 
being then no Suez canal. The population at the time she took 
})ossessi()n consisted of about 27, ()()() people of Euro})ean descent, 
mostly Dutch, and of about 30,000 African and Malay slaves 
owned by the Dutch, and about 17,000 Hottentots. Immigration 
of Englishmen began fortliwith. 

Friction between the Dutch (called Boers, i.e., peasants) and 
the English was not slow in developing. The forms of local 
government to which the Boers were accustomed were abolished 
and new ones established. Englisli was made the sole language 
used in the courts. The Boers, irritated by these measures, were 
rendered indignant by the abolition of slavery in 1834. They did 
not consider slavery wrong. Moreover, they felt defrauded of 
their property as the compensation given was inadequate — about 
three million pounds — little more than a third of what they 
considered their slaves were worth. Even that was made payable 
in London, a device which enabled London bankers to get a good 
share. For all the abolition of slavery meant a loss of property, 
for many a total loss. 

The Boers resolved to leave the colony and to settle in the 
interior, where they could live unmolested by the intruders. This 
migration or Great Trek began in 1836, and continued for 
several years. About 10,000 Boers thus withdrew from Cape 
Colony. Rude carts drawn by several pairs of oxen transported 
their families and their possessions into the wilderness. Some 
went northeastward and settled in Natal only to find that they 
were not, for their pains, to be free from English control. In 
1842 the English sent troops into Natal, and in the following 
year proclaimed it a colony. Many of the Boers trekked again to 
join their fellow Boers who, while they were going into Natal, had 
gone into the (Grange River country. Such were the beginnings 
of the Orange Free State, whose capital was Bloemfontein. But 
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again they were followed. The English, in 1848, declared tlii.s 
region a part of tlie Britisli Empire, under the name of the Orange 
River Sovereignty. Many of the Orange River Boers, refusing 
to live under the British flag, trekked again, joining those who, 
in the earlier migration, had gone farther north across the VaaK 
founding a state destined to become famous as the Transvaal or 
South African Republic, and where it seemed for many years 
they would be permitted to enjoy the independence which they 
had made such efforts to secure. 

For, in Great Britain, apparently considering the Trans- 

vaal not worth annexing, formally recognized its independence, 
its entire right to manage its ow'n affairs, by a treaty, the Sand 
River Convention, and two years later it abandoned the Orange 
River Sovereignty, by the Convention of Bloemfontein. From 
this time date the two Boer republics of South Africa, the Oran ge 
Fr ee Stat e and the Transvaal or South African Republic. 

From 1854 to 1899 the Orange Free State pursued its peaceful 
career unmolested, its independence not infringed upon. The 
Transvaal, too, w\as left in tlie splendid isolation it so much 
enjoyed, but not for so long a time, for in 1877 l^ngland, under' 
Lord Bcaconsfleld’s administration, abru])tly declared it annexed 
to the British Empire, on the ground that its independence was 
a menace to the peace of England’s other South African posses- 
sions, as the Boers were frequently involved in wars with the 
natives, who, once aroused, constituted a general menace. A 
delegation of Boers w^as sent to England to ])rote?>f and demand 
the restoration of tlieir independence. One of the delegates was 
Paul Kruger, who, as a boy of ten, had followed his father’s cattle 
as they were driven across the prairie in the Great Trek of 18»‘36. 
The delegation was told in London by the British ministry that 
the annexation w^as irrevocable. The Boers’ hatred of the F^ng- 
lish naturally grew more intense, and they fell to meditating plans 
for the future. 

But in 1880 Lord Beaconsfield was overthrowui and Mr. Glad- 
stone came into power. Mr. Gladstone had denounced the an- 
nexation, and w^as convinced that a mistake had been made wdiich 
must be rectified. He w\as negotiating with the Boer leaders, 
hoping to reach, by peaceful means, a solution that* would be 
satisfactory to both sides, wdien his problem was made immensely 
more difficult by the Boers themselves, who, in December 1880, 
rose in revolt and defeated a small detachment'of British troops 
at Majuba Hill, February 27, 1881. In a military sense this 
so-called battle of Majuba Hill was an insignificant affair, but 
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its effects upon Englishmen and Boers were tremendous and far- 
reaching. Gladstone, who had already been negotiating with a 
view to restoring the independence of tlie Transvaal, which he 
considered had been unjustly overtlirown, did not think it 
right to reverse his policy because of a mere skirmish, however 
humiliating. 

He therefore restored to the Boers their independence, but 
with the express reservation of tlie suzerainty ” of the British 
Crown, a word carrying no precise meaning, but resented in the 
Transvaal as a limitation upon its perfect independence, and so 
understood in England. Tlie Boers were allowed comjdete self- 
government with this restriction. Gladstone’s action was severely 
criticised by Englishmen who did not believe in retiring, leaving 
a defeat unavenged. They denounced the action of the ministry 
as inimical to the welfare of the South African colonies and 
damaging to the prestige of the Empire. Gladstone did not 
believe that he should be deflected from an act of justice and 
conciliation merely because of a military misfortune of no im- 
portance in itself, and he considered that giving up negotiations 
previously begun, ])romises previously made, would be an act 
of bad faith. He therefore concluded the Pretoria Convention 
of 1881 with its mysterious w^ord suzerainty.” 

The Boers, on the other hand, considered that they had won 
their independence by arms, by the humiliation of the traditional 
enemy, and were accordingly elated. In holding this opinion 
they were injuring themselves by self-dece])tion and by the idea 
that what they once had done they could do again, and they 
were angering the British by keeping alive the memory of Majuba 
Hill. That name came to be spoken w ith passion on both sides. 

The Pretoria Convention did not w^ork smoothly, and conse- 
quently a new agreement w^as drawui up in 1881. This, the 
London Convention, restored to the Transvaal the old name of 
South African Republic, omitted the ])reamble of the Pretoria 
Convention, in which the word suzerainty occui*red, and inserted 
a provision, which was destined to gain tremendous importance 
later, to the effect that ‘‘ w hite men w ere to have full liberty to 
reside in any part of the republic, to trade in it, and to be liable 
to the same taxes only as those exacted from citizens of the 
republic.” ^ 

Mr. Gladstone’s biographer in summing up the history of the 
relations of Er^gland and the Transvaal says that the Sand River 
Convention of 1852 conferred independence, that the Proclama-' 
1 Morley, Qladstone HI, 45. 
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tion of 1877 took independence away, that the Pretoria Con- 
vention of 1881 “ in a qualified way gave it back,” and that thi‘ 
London Convention of 1884 “ qualified the qualification over 
again till independence, subject to two or three specified con- 
ditions, was restored.” ^ 

The London Convention was naturally regarded as a victory 
by the Boers, and encouraged them to believe that in time tlie 
restrictions it contained could be removed. The word suze- 
rainty ” being omitted and republic ” being given tliem, they 
felt they were once more masters in their own house. On the 
other hand, they were not entirely independent, as England ex- 
pressly had the control over their foreign relations. Moreover, 
the phrase concerning immigration contained the germ of future 
trouble, which in the end was to result in the violent ovcrtlirow 
of the republic, for a momentous change in the character of the 
population was impending. 

The South African Republic was entirely peopled by Boers, 
a people exclusively interested in agriculture and grazing, solid, 
sturdy, religious, freedom-loving, but, in the modern sense, un- 
progressive, ill-educated, sus])icious of foreigners, and particu- 
larly of Englishmen. The jieace and contentment of this rural 
people were distributed by the discovery, in J88 4, that gold in 
immense quantities lay hidden in its mountains, the Rand. Im- 
mediately a great influx of miners and speculators began. These 
were chiefly Englishmen. In the heart of the mining district 
the city of Johannesburg grew rajiidly, numbering in a few years 
over 100,000 inhabitants, a city of foreigners. Troubles quickly 
arose between the native Boers and the aggressive, energetic 
Uitlanders or foreigners. 

The Uitlanders gave wide publicity to their grievances. Great 
obstacles w^ere put in the way of their naturalization ; they were 
given no share in the government, not even the right to vote. Yet 
in parts of the Transvaal they were more numerous than the 
natives, and bore the larger share of taxation. In addition they 
were forced to render military service, which, in their opinion, 
implied citizenship. They looked to the British Government to 
push their demand for reforms. The Boer Government was un- 
doubtedly an oligarchy, but the Boers felt that it was only by 
refusing the suft'rage to the unwelcome intruders that they could 
keep control of tlieir own state, wdiich at the cost of mucli hard- 
ship they had created in the wilderness. In 1^8ftt5 occurred an' 
event which deeply embittered them, the Jameson Raid — an in-' 
1 Morley, Gladstoney III, 45. 
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vasion of the Transvaal by a few hundred troopers under Dr. 
Jameson, the administrator of Rhodesia, witli the evident pur- 
pose of supporting the Uitlanders, and probably of overturning 
the Boer Government, The raiders were easily captured by the 
Boers, who with great magnanimity handed them over to Eng- 
land. This indefensible attack and the fact that the guilty were 
only lightly punished in England, and that the man whom all 
Boers held responsible, Mr. Cecil Rhodes, was shielded by the 
British Government, entered like iron into the souls of the Boers 
and only hardened their resistance to the demands of the Uit- 
landers. These demands were refused, and the grievances of the 
Uitlanders, who now outnumbered the natives perhaps two to one, 
continued. 

A special commissioner, sent out from England in 1897, Sir 
Alfred- Milner, informed his Government early in 1899 that “ the 
spectacle of thousands of British subjects kept permanently in 
the position of helots, constantly chafing under undoubted griev- 
ances, and calling vainly to lier Majesty’s Government for re- 
dress, does steadily undermine the influence and reputation of 
Great Britain, and the respect for the Britisli Government.” 
vMilner was of the opinion that the Boers were aiming ultimately 
at nothing less thaii tlie union of all tlie Boers, including those 
of Cape (Colony, the ultimate expulsion of the English from South 
Africa, and tlie establishment of a great Boer state. I can see 
nothing which will ])ut a stop to this mischievous propaganda 
but some striking proof of the intention of her Majesty’s Govern- 
ment not to be ousted from its ])osition in South Africa.” This 
claim that the real point at issue was the maintenance of Eng- 
land’s position as the paramount power in South Africa exerted 
a great influence at lioine. To stop this ‘‘ mischievous propa- 
ganda,” which was undermining British influence, the policy of 
the Transvaal Government must be changed, and it could only 
be changed by giving tlie Uitlanders political power. Therefore 
the right of tlie suffrage was insisted upon by the English Gov- 
ernment, ‘‘ no selfish demand,” said Milner, as it is ‘‘ asking 
for nothing from others which we do not give ourselves.” Con- 
ferences were held in 1899 at Bloemfontein. But this demand 
the Boers would not grant, believing that it was a matter of 
self-preservation, that its bestowal would simjily mean the hand- 
ing over of the country to the foreigner. 

, War broke O’lt in October 1899. The Orange Free State, 
jno party to the quarrel, threw' in its lot with its sister Boer 
republic. 
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This war was lightly entered upon by both sides. Each grossly 
underestimated both the resources and the spirit of the other. 
The English Government had made no preparation at all ade- 
quate, apparently not believing that in the end this petty state 
would dare o})pose the mighty British Empire, Tlie Boers, on 
the other hand, had been long preparing for a conflict, and know 
that tlie number of British troops in South Africa was small, 
totally insufficient to put down their resistance. Moreover, for 
years they had deceived themselves with a gross exaggeration 
of the significance of Majuba Hill as a victory over the British. 
Each side believed that the war would be short, and would re- 
sult in its favor. 

The war, which tlu'V supposed would be over in a few months, 
lasted for nearly three years. England suffered at the outset 
many humiliating reverses. The war was not characterized by 
great battles, but by many sieges at first, and then by guerilla 
fighting and elaborate, systematic, and difficult coiujuest of the 
country. It was fought with great bravery and brilliancy on 
both sides. For the English, Lord Roberts and TiOrd Kitchener 
were the leaders, and of the Boers several greatly distinguished 
themselves, obtaining world-wide re])utations, Christian de Wet, 
Louis Botha, Delarey. 

The English won in the end by sheer force of numbers. 
Awakening from the costly misapprehension of the first days 
concerning the nature of their problem, they proceeded to make 
war on a scale absolutely unprecedented in their annals. No 
general in English history had ever commanded so many troops 
as did Lord Roberts. During the war bhigland sent about 
450,000 men to South Africa. Tliree liundred and forty thou- 
sand came from Great Britain; the others from the colonies, 
Canada, Austi*alia, India, and Cape Colony. In the closing 
months Lord Kitchener had more than 250,000 men against 
perhaps ten or twelve thousand opponents. 

Peace w as finajly . concluded on June 1, 1902. The Transvaal 
and the Orange Jh'ee State lost their independence, and became 
colonies of the British I'hnpire. Otherwise the terms offered by 
the conquerors were liberal. Generous money grants and loans 
were to be made by England to enable the Boers to begin again in 
their sadly devastated land. Tlieir language was to be respected 
wdierever possible. 

The w^ork of reconciliation proceeded with rtinarkable rapid- 
ity after the close of the w^ar. Responsible government, that' 
is, self-government, was granted to the Transvaal Colony in 



THE UNION OF SOUTH AFRICA 


507 


1906 and to the Orange River Colony in 1907. This liberal 
conduct of the English Government had the most happy com 
sequences, as was shown very convincingly by the spontaneity 
and the strength of the movement for closer union, which cul- 
minated in 1909 in the creation of a new colonial nation ” 
within the British Empire. In 1908 a convention was held in 
which the four colonics were represented. Tlie outcome of its 
deliberations, which lasted several months, was the draft of a 
constitution for the South African Union. This was then sub- 
mitted to the colonies for approval and, by June 1909, had been 
ratified by them all. Tlie constitution was in the form of a 
statute to be enacted by tlie British Parliament. It became law 
September 20, 1909. 

Tlie South African T^nion is substantially a unified, rather 
than a federal state. While the provinces are preserved, their 
powers are very limited. The central government consists of a 
Governor-General appointed by the Crown; an Executive Council; 
a Senate of forty members, eight from each province, and eight 
appointed by the Governor in Council, and serving for ten years; 
and a House of Assembly, consisting of UH* members, of wliom 
51 reyirescnt Cape of Good Hope Province, 49 Transvaal Prov- 
ince, 17 Orange Free State Province, and 17 Natal Province. 
Both Dutch and Fhiglisli are official languages and enjoy equal 
privileges. Difficulty was experienced in selecting the capital, 
so intense was tlie rivalry of different cities. The result was a 
compromise. Pretoria was chosen as the seat of the executive 
branch of the government. Cape Town as the seat of the legis- 
lative branch. 

The creation of the South African Union was another tri- 
umph of the spirit of nationality which has so greatly trans- 
formed the world since 1815. The new commonwealth lias a 
population of about 1,500,000 whites and five and a half million 
people of non-Euro]jean descent. Provision has been made for 
the ultimate admission of Rhodesia into the l^nion. 

IMPERIAL FEDERATION 

At tho opening of the twentieth century Great Britain pos- 
sessed an empire far more extensive and far more populous than 
any the world had ever seen, covering about thirteen millions of 
s(juare miles, if Egypt and the Soudan be included, with a total 
population of over four hundred and twent^^ millions. This Em- 
pire was scattered everywhere, in Asia, Africa, Australia, the two 
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Americas, and the islands of the seven seas. The population 
included a motley host of peoples. Only fifty-four million were 
English-speaking, and of these about forty-two million lived in 
Great Britain. Most of the colonies were self-supporting. They 
presented every form of government, military, autocratic, repre- 
sentative, democratic. The sea alone bound the Empire. Eng- 
land’s throne was on the mountain wave in a literal as well as in a 
metaphorical sense. Dominance of the oceans was essential that 
she might keep open her communications with her far flung 
colonics. It is no adventitious circumstance that England is the 
greatest sea-power of the world, and intends to remain such. She 
regards this as the very vital principle of her imperial existence. 

A noteworthy feature of the British Empire, as already suffi- 
ciently indicated, is the practically unlimited self-government 
enjoyed by several of the colonies, those where the English stock 
predominates, Canada, Australia, South Africa, New Zealand. 
This policy is in contrast to that pursued by the French and 
German governments, wliich have ruled their colonies directly 
from Patis and Berlin. But this system does not apply to the 
greatest of them all, India, nor to a multitude of smaller pos- 
sessions. 



CHAPTER XXVI 

THE PARTITION OF AFRICA 

Lying almost within sight of Europe and forming the southern 
boundary of her great inland sea is the immense continent, three 
times the size of Europe, whose real nature was revealed only 
in the last quarter of the nineteenth century. In some respects 
the seat of very ancient history, in most its history is just 
beginning. In Egypt a rich and advanced civilization appeared 
in very early times along the lower valley of the Nile. Yet only 
after thousands of years and only in our own day have the sources 
and the upper course of that famous river been discovered. Along 
the northern coasts arose the civilization and state of Carthage, 
rich, mysterious, and redoubtable, for a while the powerful rival 
of Rome, succumbing to the latter only after severe and memo- 
rable struggles. The ancient world knew therefore the northern 
shores of Africa. The rest was practically unknown. In the 
fifteenth century came the great series of geographical discoveries, 
which immensely widened the known boundaries of the world. 
It might seem that Africa, rather than America and Asia, would 
have been the important conquest of that marvelous period of 
human curiosity and courage. But this was not the case, Europe 
was seeking primarily riches, and riches were to be found, 
as events proved, in Peru, and Mexico, and India, rather than 
in the great continental mass on its very threshold. The age 
of exploration did, it is true, reveal the hitherto unknown outline 
and magnitude of the continent. Portuguese explorers pushed 
fartlier and farther south until they finally rounded the southern 
cape, and then sailed aw^ay tow^ard India, so alluring with its 
gems and spices. Diaz, Vasco da Gama, are shining names in 
this romantic history. But the result w^as not the conquest of 
Africa and its introduction into European civilization. America, 
and even Australia, then unknown, were destined to receive the 
civilization of Europe long before that continent. A melancholy 
beginning was, however, made. No ancient civilization offered 
its riches to the spoliation of Europeans, as in Mexico, Peru, 
and India. But property in human beings was to be had in 
abundance for little effort. The African slave trade began, 
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black ivory,” and stations were established by the Portuguese, 
and later by other nations for this business, which was both 
lucrative and inhuman. These posts were simply along the shores. 
The great inner mass of the continent remained as before, un- 
known, mainly because of the difficulty of penetrating it, owing 
to its lack of rivers navigable from the sea. For centuries 
Europe, absorbed in multifarious struggles, whence emerged its 
modern civilization, paid slight attention to the mystery which 
lay near at hand. Moreover, it had not the means, mechanical 
and scientific, for the exploration of this enigmatic and dangerous 
land. And such remained the case down to the nineteenth cen- 
tury, and, indeed, well into it. Africa was the great field of dis- 
covery of that century as America was of the fifteenth and 
sixteenth. 

In 1815 the situation was as follows: the Turkish Empire ex- 
tended along the whole northern coast to Morocco, that is, the 
Sultan was nominally sovereign of Egypt, Tripoli, Tunis, and 
-Algeria. Morocco was in(le])endent under its own sultan. Along 
the western coasts were scattered settlements, or rather stations, 
of England, France, Denmark, Holland, Spain, and Portugal. 
Portugal had certain claims on the eastern coast, opposite Mada- 
gascar. England had just acajuired the Dutch Cape Colony, 
whence, as we have seen, her expansion into a great South African 
powa»r has j)roceeded. Hie interior of the continent was unknown, 
and w^as of interest only to geographers. 

For sixty years after 1815, ju'ogress in the appropriation of 
Africa by Phirope was slow. The most important annexation 
was that of Algeria by France between 1830 and 1847. In the 
south, England was spreading out, and the Boers were founding 
their two republics. 

European annexation waited upon ex])loration. Africa was 
the ‘‘ dark continent,” and until tlie darkness was lifted it was 
not coveted. About the middle of the century the darkness began 
to disappear. Phxplorers penetrated farther and farther into 
the interior, traversing the continent in various directions, open* 
ing a chapter of geographical <liscovery of absorbing interest. 
It is impossible witliin our limits to do more than allu^le to the 
wonderful work participated in by many intrepid explorers, Eng- 
lishmen, Frenchmen, Portuguese, Dutch, Germans and Belgians. 
A few incidents only can be mentioned. 

It was natural that Piuropeans should be cfar:ious about the 
sources of the Nile, a river famous since the dawn of history, 
but whose source remained enveloped in obscurity. In 1868 one 
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source was found by Speke, an English explorer, to consist of 
a great lake south of the equator, to which the name Victoria 
Nyanza was given. Six years later another Englishman, Sir 
Samuel Baker, discovered another lake, also a source, and named 
it Albert Nyanza. 

Two names particularly stand out in this record of African 
exploration, Livingstone and Stanley. David Invingstone, a 
Scotch missionary and traveler, began his African career in 
1840, and continued it until his death in 1873 at Chitambo, not 
far from the shores of Lake Bangweolo, which he had previously 
discovered. He traced the course of tlie Zambesi River, of the 
upper Congo, and the region round about Lakes Tanganyika and 
Nyassa. He crossed Africa from sea to sea in higher latitudes 
than had hitherto been traversed. He opened up a new country 
to the world. His explorations cauglit the attention of Europe, 
and when, on one of his journeys, Europe thought that he was 
lost or dead, and an ex])e(lition was sent out to find him, that 
expedition riveted the attention of Euro))e as no other in African 
Iilstory had done. It was under the direction of Henry M. 
Stanley, sent out by the New York Herald. Stanley’s story 
of how he found Tiivingstone was read with tlie greatest interest 
in Europe, and heiglitened the desire, already widespread, for 
more knowledge about the great continent. Livingstone, whose 
name is the most important in the liistory of African exploration, 
died in 1873. His body was borne with all honor to England and 
given tlie burial of a national hero in Westminster Abbey. 

Another African exjilorer was Cameron, sent out from Eng- 
land by the Royal Ge()gra])hical Society to rescue Invingstone. 
He failed in this, as Idvingstone died before his arrival, but 
Cameron made a remarkable journey across Africa from east 
to west. He was tlie first, indeed, to cross the contiimnt in that 
direction. 

By this time not only was the scientific curiosity of Europe 
thoroughly aroused, but missionary zeal saw a new field for 
activity. Thus Stanley’s journey across Africa, from 1874 to 
1878, was followed in Europe with an attention unparalleled in 
the history of modern explorations. Stanley explored the equa- 
torial lake region, making important additions to knowledge. 
His great work, was, however, his exploration of the Congo River 
system. Little had been known of this river save its lower course 
as it approached »the sea. Stanley ])roved that it w as one of the 
largest rivers in the w^orld, that its length was more than three 
thousand miles, that it was fed by an enormous number of tribu- 
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taries, that it drained an area of over 1,300,000 square miles, that 
in the volume of its waters it was exceeded only by the Amazon. 

Thus, by 1880, the scientific enthusiasm and curiosity, the 
missionary and philanthropic zeal of Europeans, the hatred of 
slave hunters who plied their trade in the interior, had solved the 
great mystery of Africa. The map showed rivers and lakes where 
previously all had been blank. 

Upon discovery quickly followed appropriation. FrancC'-^" 
entered upon her protectorate of Tunis in 1881, England upon^ 
her occupation ” of Egypt in 1882. This was a signal for a 
general scramble. A feverish period of partition succeeded the 
long, slow one of discovery. European powers swept down upon 
this continent lying at their very door, liitherto neglected and 
despised, and carved it up among themselves. This they did 
without recourse to war by a series of treaties among themselves 
defining the boundaries of their claims. Africa became an annex 
of Europe. Out of this rush for territories the great powers, 
England, France, and Germany, naturally emerged with the 
largest acquisitions, but Portugal and Italy each secured a share. 
The situation and relative extent of these may best be appreciated 
by an examination of the map. Most of the treaties by which 
this division was effected were made between 1884 and 1890. 

One feature of this appropriation of Africa by Europe was 
the foundation of ^le Congo Free State. This was the work 
of the second king of Belgium, lieopold II, a man who was 
greatly interested in the exploration of that continent. After 
the discoveries of Livingstone, and the early ones of Stanley, 
he called a conference of the powers in 1876 ‘Ho discuss the 
question of the exploration, and the civilization of Africa, and 
the means of opening up the interior of the continent to the 
commerce, industry, and scientific enterprise of the civilized 
world,” and to consider measures for extinguishing “ the terrible 
scourge of slavery known to prevail over wide and populous 
tracts in the interior of the continent.” This conference was 
participated in by Great B ritain, Belgium, France, Germany, 
Austria-Hungary, Italy, and Russia. As a result of its delib- 
erations an International African Association was established, 
which was to have its seat in Brussels, and whose aim was to be 
the exploration and civilization of central Africa. Each nation 
wishing to co-operate was to collect funds for the common object. 

But the international character of the moveihept thus started 
was not long maintained. Most of the contributions came from 
Belgium. Hanley reached Europe in 1878 with the remarkable 
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additions of knowledge which Ins trip across Darkest Africa had 
given him. He was sent back the following year nominally under 
the aufspices of the International Association of the Congo, an 
organization formed in 1879, and the practical successor of the 
former African Association, just alluded to, Stanley, hitherto 
an explorer, now became, in addition, an organizer and state 
builder. During the next four or five years, 1879-84, he made 
hundreds of treaties with native chiefs and founded many 
stations in the Congo basin. Nominally an emissary of an inter- 
national association, his expenses were largely borne by King 
Leopold II. 

Portugal now put forth extensive claims to much of this Congo 
region on the ground of previous discovery. To adjust these 
claims and other matters a general conference was held in Rpriin. 
in 1884 -5, attended by all the states of Europe, with the excep- 
tion of Switzerland, and also by tlie United States. The con- 
ference recognized the existence as an independent power of the 
Congo Free State, with an extensive area, most of the Congo 
basin. It was evidently its understanding that this was to be 
a neutral and international state. Trade in it was to be open 
to all nations on equal terms, the rivers w'ere to be free to all, 
and only such dues were to be levied as should be required to 
provide for the necessities of commerce. No trade monopolies 
were to be granted. The conference, however, provided no 
machinery for the enforcement of its decrees. Those decrees 
remained unfulfilled. The state quickly ceased to be interna- 
tional, monopolies were granted, trade in the Congo was not 
really free to all. 

\ Tlie new state became practically Belgian. In 188.'>, Leopold 
II assumed the position of sovereign, declaring that the con- 
nection of the Congo Free State and Belgium should be merely 
personal, he being ruler of both, and that the former, like the 
latter, should be entirely neutral. The Belgian parliament gave 
its consent, and the powers gave their approval. Leopold 
granted to the new state a constitution of an autocratic char- 
acter, and in the succeeding years acted as if it were entirely his 
private possession. His fjosition was that of sovereign and 

vproprietdr combined. In 1889 he announced that by his will all 
his sovereign rights iiA;he Congo should go to Belgium after his 
death. This, of course, was an infraction of the Berlin Act of 
1886 as he had no right to will an international state without 
the consent of' the powers. The powers, however, recorded no 
protest, probably because the new state was nearly bankrupt 
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and they were not disposed to contribute to its maintenance and 
development. In reality the Congo Free State was Hot a free 
state at all, but tlie personal property of King Leopold. He 
possessed there practically unlimited power in the making and 
execution of laws. An international state became a personal 
appanage of the* King of Belgium, largely because the powers 
did nothing for the Congo while Leopold gave it liberal and 
constant support. 

In later years Leopold’s policy was vehemently denounced. 
State monopolies were established, and monopolies were granted 
to private companies. In the exploitation of the natural 
resources, particularly the immensely valuable rubber trees, 
and in the building of railroads, it has been asserted that the 
natives were reduced to practical slavery. Fearful stories of 
inhuman treatment meted out to women as well as to men, of 
endless and crushing toil imposed upon them, of outrage, murders, 
whippings freely inflicted, and greatly reducing the population, 
gained wide, and it would a])])ear, making some allowance for 
exaggeration, justified credence. The existence of the gravest 
abuses was affirmed by a commission of investigation appointed 
by the King himself. After a study of their report, ])ublislied in* 
October 1905, a ])rofessor in the Dniversity of Brussels wrote as 
follows: ‘‘An examination of the Congo Free State administra-* 
tion reveals the clear and indisputable fact that the Congo Free 
State is not a colony in the proper sense of the term: it is a 
financial speculation. Tlie real aims of those in fiuthority are 
pecuniary — to increase the amount yielded by taxation, to 
exploit the natural wealth of the country, to effect all that can 
stimulate the powers of production. Everything else is sub- 
ordinated to this end. The colony is administered neither in the 
interest of the natives nor even of the economic interest of 
Belgium; the moving desire is to assure the sovereign king the 
maximum of pecuniary benefit.” ^ 

As the years went by the revelations of the atrocious condi- 
tions prevailing in the Congo became steadily more numerous 
and more shocking. Other powers, notably England and the 
United States, finally aroused, demanded reforms. The result 
was that the Belgium ministry and Parliament were forced by 
the public opinion of the world to take up this question, and in 
1908 the Congo Free State was converted outright into a Belgian 
colony, subject, not to the personal rule of th^ King, but to 
Parliament. 

1 Quoted in Bliss, Encyclopedia of Social Reform^ 270. 
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EGYPT 

Egypt, a seat of ancient civilization, was conquered by the 
Mohammedans soon after the rise of their religion. Some 
centuries later it was conquered by the Turks, and became a 
Vpart of the Turkish Empire (le517). It remained nominally 
such down to 1911, its supreme ruler being the Sultan, who 
resided in Constantinople. Rut a series of remarkable events 
in the nineteenth century resulted in giving it a most singular 
and complicated position. 1\) ])ut down certain opponents of 
the Suhan an Albanian warrior, M eheinet A li, was sent out early 
in the nineteenth century. Appointed Governor of Egypt in 
180(5, by 1811 lie had made himself absolute master of the country. 
He Iiad succeeded only too well. Originally merely the rc])re- 
sentative of the Sultan, he had become the real ruler of the land. 
His ambitions grew with his successes. In time he aspired to 
add Syria to liis states, but was checked in this by a European 
vintervention in 184-0. He was coin])elled to acknowledge the 
suzerainty of the Porte once more, and to limit his rule to Egypt, 
but he gained in turn the important concession that the right to 
vrule as viceroy should be hereditary in his family. The title was 
later changed to that of ^hediyc (18(5(5). 

The fifth ruler of this family was Ismail (1868-79). It was 
under him that the Suez Canal was completed, a great under- 
taking carried through by a French engineer, Ferdinand de 
Lesseps, tlie money coming largely from European investors. 
This Khedive plunged into the most reckless extravagance. As 
a result the Egyptian debt rose with extraordinary rapidity from 
three million pounds in 18(5^1 to eighty-nine million in 1876. 
This, as well as the increased taxation which characterized the 
same 3 a\‘irs, was a crushing burden for a poor and ignorant 
population. Sir Alfred Milner after studying the situation 
declared: There is nothing in the financial history of any 

country, from the remotest ages to the present time, to equal this 
carnival of extravagance and oppression.” 

\ The Khedive, needing money, sold, in 1875, liis shares in the 
Suez Cmial Company to Great Rritain for about four million 
pounds, to the great irritation of the French. They are now 
worth many times as much. Tliis was a mere temporary relief 
to the Khedive’s finances, but was an important advantage to 
England, as the' canal was destined inevitably to be the favorite 
route to India. 

The extraordinary increase of the Egyptian debt is the key to 
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the whole later history of that country. The money had been bor- 
rowed abroad, mainly in England and France. Fearing the bank-' 
ruptcy of Egypt, the governments of the two countries intervened 
in the interest of their investors, and succeeded in imposing their 
control over a large part of the financial administration. This 
was tJic famous Dual Control, which lasted from 1879 to 1883. ^ 
The Khedive, Ismail, resented this tutelage, was consequently 
forced to abdicate, and was succeeded by his son Xfia^.fiks..wJio 
ruled from 1879 to 1892^ The new Khedive did not struggle 
against the Dual Control, but certain elements of the population 
did. The bitter hatred inspired by this intervention of the 
foreigners flared up in a native movement that had as its war 
cry, Egypt for tlie Egj^ptians,” and as its leader, Ar ab! Pa sha, 
an officer in the army. Before this movement of his subjects 
the Khedive was powerless. It was evident that tlie foreign 
control, established in the interests of foreign bond-holders, could 
only be perpetuated by the suppression of Arabi and his fellow- 
malcontents, and that that suppression could be accomplished 
only by the foreigners themselves. Thus financial intervention 
led directly to military intervention. England sought the co- 
operation of France, but France declined. She then proceeded 
alone. A British fleet bombarded iVlexandria, and forced its^ 
abandonment by Arabi (July 11, 1882). Arabi and his troops 
withdrew. England then sent an army under General Wolseley, 
wlio, with great swiftness and precision, marched from the Suez 
Canal w^estward across the desert to Cairo. \V ols eley defeated^' 
Arabi at Tel-el-Kebir, September 13, 1882, and immediately seized 
Cairo. The rebellion collapsed. Arabi himself was captured 
and sent to Ceylon. 

The English had intervened nominally in the interest of the 
Khedive’s authority against his rebel, Arabi, though they had 
not been asked so to intervene cither by the; Khedive himself or 
by the Sultan of Turkey, legal sovereign of Egypt, or by the 
powers of Europe. Having suppressed the insurrection, what 
would they do? Would they withdraw their army? The ques- 
tion was a difficult one. To withdraw was, in the opinion of the 
British ministry, of which Gladstone was the head, and Lord 
Granville the foreign secretary, to leave Egypt a prey to anarchy ; 
to remain was certainly to offend the European powers, which 
would look upon this as simply another piece of British aggres- 
sion. Particularly would such action be resented by France, and 
by the Sultan. The ministry decided neither to annex the coun- 
try to the British Empire nor to proclaim a British protectorate 
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over it, but to assume the position of adviser ” to the Khedive, 
whose power' would nominally remain what it had been. Under 
British “ advice ” the Kliedive would himself carry out the re- 
forms considered necessary for the prosperity and welfare of 
his country. This policy was expressed by Lord Granville in 
a diplomatic note sent to the various powers of Europe. 

‘‘ Although,” so runs the note, ‘‘ for the present a British force 
remains in Egypt for the preservation of public tranquillity, her 
Majesty’s Government are desirous of withdrawing it as soon as 
the state of the country and the organization of proper means for 
the maintenance of the Khedive’s authority will admit of it. In 
the meantime the position in which her Majesty’s Government are 
placed towards His Highness imposes upon them the duty of 
giving advice with the object of securing that the order of things 
to be established sliall be of a satisfactory character, and possess 
the elements of stability and progress.” A gloss on the meaning 
of the word ‘‘ advice ” was furnished a year later by Lord Gran- 
Yjlle in a communication to the British representative in Egypt, 
Sir Evelyn Baring, later Lord Cromer. “ It should,” wrote Lord 
Granville, be made clear to the Egyptian ministers and govern- 
ors of provinces that the responsibility, which for a time rests on 
England, obliges her Majesty’s Government to insist on the 
adoption of the policy which they recommend, and that it will 
be necessary that those ministers and governors who do not follow 
this course should cease to hold their office.” 

These two utterances described the anomalous position of 
England in Egy})t in 1883, and they described it down to the 
outbreak of the Great War. A British force remained in Egypt, 
the ‘‘ occupation ” continued, advice was compulsory. England 
was often asked when she intended to keep her promise. No 
answer was forthcoming. She was ruler in fact, not in law. The 
\Dual Control ended in 1883, and England began in earnest a 
work of reconstruction and reform which was carried forward 
under the guidance of Lord Cromer , who was British Consul- 
General in Egypt until 1907. 

In intervening in Egypt in 1882, England became immediately 
involved in a further enterprise which ended in disaster and 
J\umiliation. Egypt possessed a dependency to the south, the 
Soudan, a vast region comprising chiefly the basin of the L^pper 
Nile, a poorly organized territory with a varied, semi-civilized, 
nomadic population, and a capital at Khartoum. This province, 
long oppressed by Egypt, was in full process of revolt. It found 
a chief in a man called the Mahdi, or leader, who succeeded in 
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arousing the fierce religious fanaticism of the Soudanese by claim* 
ing to be a kind of Prophet or Messiah. Winning successes over 
the Egyptian troops, he proclaimed a religious war, the people 
of the whole Soudan rallied about him, and the result was that 
the troops wore driven into tlieir fortresses and there besieged. 
Would England recognize any obligation to preserve the Soudan 
for Egypt? Gladstone, then prime minister, determined to. 
abandon the Soudan. But even this was a matter of difficulty. 
It involved at least tlie rescue of the imprisoned garrisons. Tlie 
ministry was unwilling to send a military expedition. It finally 
decided to send out General Gordon, a man who had shown a 
remarkable power in influencing half-civilized races. It was 
understood that there was to be no expedition. Ifc was appar- 
ently supposed that somehow Gordon ^ without military aid, could 
accomplish the safe withdrawal of the garrisons. He reached 
Khartoum, but found the danger far more serious than had 
been supposed, the rebellion far more menacing. He found him- 
self shortly shut up in Khartoum, surrounded by frenzied and 
confident Mahdists. At once there arose in England a cry for 
the relief of Gordon, a man whose personality, marked by heroic, 
eccentric, magnetic (jualitics, bafflingly contradictory, had seized 
in a remarkable degree the interest, enthusiasm, and imagination 
of the English people. But the Goyernment was dilatory. 
Weeks, and eyen months, went by. Finally, an ex])edition was 
sent out in September Pushing forward rapidly, against 

great difficulties, it reached Khartoum January 2S, 1885, only, 
to find the flag of the Mahdi floating oyer it. Only two days 
before the place had been stormed and Gordon and eleven 
thousand of his men massacred. Public opinion held Gladstone 
responsible, and as a result his ministry was (juickly overthrown. 

For the next decade the Soudan was left in the hands of the 
dervishes, completely abandoned. But it was certain that the 
reconquest of the provinces would some day be attempted. Vari- 
ous forces contributed to this end — the national honor, the 
feeling that Gordon must be avenged, the sense of humiliation 
that the Egyptian empire had grown smaller under English rule, 
the conviction that the power that controls the lower reaches of 
the Nile must, for its own safety, control the upper reaVjhes and 
the sources, also. And another cause was the pronounced 
growth during these years, in England as elsewhere, of the spirit 
of imperialism, eager for an onward march. In^ 1896 an Anglo--^ 
Egyptian army was sent into the Soudan under General Kitchener. 
Building a railway as he advanced, in order properly to supply 
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his army, he progressed very slowly, but very surely.” At 
the battle of Oindurman, September 2, 1898, the power of the 
dervishes was completely anniliilated. Thus the Soudan was 
recovered, but it was recovered, not for Egypt, but for England 
and Egypt. Tlie Hritish and the Egyptian flags were both 
raised over tlie conquered field. Thus the power of England in 
tlie Soudan rested technically upon a different basis than did its 
power in Egypt. 

Egypt and the Soudan were practically declared annexed to the 
British Empire in 1914 as an incident of tlie Fhiropean War. 
The Khedive was deposed and a new Kliedive was put in his 
place, and Great Britain prepared to rule Egypt as she rules 
many of the states of India, preserving the formality of a*native 
prince as sovereign. Egypt was declared a Ib-otected State.” 
This protectorate was destined, however, to end in 1922. 



CHAPTER XXVII 
SPAIN AND PORTUGAL 

SPAIN AFTER 1823 

We have traced the history of Spain from the downfall of 
Napoleon to the year 1823, and have seen the restored King 
Ferdinand VII reign in a manner so cruel, so unintelligent, and 
tyrannical that the people rose in insurrection and insisted upon 
being accorded a liberal constitution.* And we have seen that 
as a result the powers, commonly called the Holy Alliance, inter- 
vened in 1823 to put down this reform movement, sent a French 
army into the peninsula, and restored to Ferdinand his former 
absolute power. This recovery of his former position through 
foreign aid was followed by a period of disgraceful and ruthless 
revenge on the part of Ferdinand upon those who had stood out 
as Liberals, or had merely been lukewarm toward the King. 
Forced finally by the energetic remonstrances of the French, who 
had put him back upon his absolute throne, to moderate the 
frenzy of his wrath, he was obliged to grant an amnesty, which 
proved, however, to be most deceptive, as it excepted from its 
operation fifteen different classes. The royal rage was slow in 
subsiding. Hundreds were executed at the order of courts- 
martial for the most trivial acts in which there was the slightest 
tinge of liberalism, such as uttering so-called “ subversive ” cries, 
or possessing a portrait of Riego, or def^acing an inscription 
“ Long live the Absolute King.” Various classes were carefully 
watched as “ suspects,” military men, lawyers, doctors, professors, 
and even veterinary surgeons. Universities and clubs, political 
and social, were closed as dangerous, yet most of them were 
entirely innocuous, and little disposed to criticise or disturb the 
existing order. The University of Cervera, for instance, had 
begun an address to the monarch with the reassuring words, 
“ Far from us the dangerous novelty of thinking.” After closing 
the universities as inimical to society, Ferdinand endowed a 
school of bull-fighting at Seville. 

Ferdinand VII ruled for ten years after his second restoration, 

1 See Chapter III. 
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and in the spirit of unprogressive, unenlightened absolutism. 
His reign is not signalized by any attempt to improve the con- 
ditions of a country that sorely needed reform. It is notable 
mainly for the loss of the immense Spanish empire in the new 
world, and the rise of the independent states of Central and 
South America. Practically nothing remained under the scepter 
of the King save Cuba, Porto Rico, and the Philippines. 

Ferdinand’s chief interest in the last years of his reign was 
the determination of the succession. He liad no heir. But, 
assured, in March 1830, that one was about to be born to* him, 
he wished that the child, whether son or daughter, sliould succeed 
him. In the case of a daughter, however, the Salic law would 
stand in the way. This law was not a native product of the 
evolution of the Spanish monarchy. For centuries the laws of 
Castille and Leon had permitted women to rule, and one of the 
great figures in Spanish history was Isabella, Queen of Castille, 
the patroness of Columbus, who, moreover, upon her death was 
succeeded by her daugliter. But witli the accession of the 
Bourbon line of monarclis the, Salic law was introduced. It was 
a French importation, resting on the decree of Philip V, issued 
in 1713. As the king was absolute, his decree made it law. 

In 1789 Charles IV prepared to rescind this law. A decree^ 
was drawn up, called the Pragmatic Sanction, making the change. 
But this decree was not published, and was known only to a few. •, 
Forty years later, in March 1830, Ferdinand VII drew it forth 
and promulgated it, whereupon Don Carlos, his brother, and the 
next in the line of succession, if the Salic law were not repealed, 
issued a public protest and announced his intention to assert his 
rights to the crown if the contingency should arise. In October 
1830, a daughter, Isabella, was born. 

The matter now became the subject of court bickering and 
intrigue, one faction struggling for the withdrawal of the new de- 
cree, the other for its maintenance. In 1832 the King fell ill, and, 
believing his end to be near, and dominated at the time by the 
supporters of Don Carlos, l\e signed a paper revoking the Prag- 
n mtic Sanction,_^cpteinbcr .18,^ 1832., The King, contrary to 
aTTex^ctations, began to recover, whereupon his sister-in-law, 
aunt of the little Isabella, forced her way to his bedside, berated 
him for his weakness, had the decree revoking the Pragmatic i 
Sanction brought her, and tore it up. ; 

Tltty^ King did* not change his fnind again, and when he dieef, 
September 29J' 1833, his daughter Isabella, three years of age,! 
was proclaimed Queen, with her mother, Christina, as Re^ent.^, 
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Christina was in power seven years, from 1833 to 1840, when 
she was driven into exile. During that time the Carlist war and 
the political evolution of the kingdom constituted the two chief 
scries of events. 

^ ' Don Carlos, true to his word, refusing to recognize the revoca- 
tion of the Salic law, proclaimed himself king immediately after 
the death of Ferdinand, and a war of seven years was necessary 
to determine whether he or his niece, Isabella, should henceforth 
be the ruler of Spain. The supporters of Isabella, called Cliris- 
tinos, after the Regent Christina, had the advantage of being in 
actual possession of Madrid and the machinery of government. 
They also controlled a part of the army. Don Carlos, on tlje 
other hand, was supported by the clergy and nobility, and all 
who believed in thorough-going absolutisni, many of whom con- 
sidered even the regime of the late Ferdinand too mild. The 
war between tliese factions was very irregular and incoherent, 
and is of little interest. As neither side had numerous troops 
or large resources, tlie fighting was carried on in guerilla fashion 
by small detachments. Local issues entered in to make confusion 
worse confounded. 

Christina had no desire to use her position for the purpose of 
reforming Spain. I will maintain scrupulously,’’ she said at 
the outset, the form and fundamental laws of the monarchy, 
admitting none of the dangerous innovations of which we already 
know too well the cost. The best form of government for a 
country is that to which it is accustomed.” Christina was an 
absolutist by training and conviction. \Cct undcu' licr tlie Spanisli 
monarchy was clianged from an absolute to a constitutional* QJQii. 
She saw the Carlists victorious in the nortli, and even gaining a 
part of old Castillo. She was forced to ap})eal to the Liberals 
for support, and to gain them was obliged to grant the Royal 
Statute of 1834. Thi s established a parliament divided into 
two bodies, the Cha mber of l^emia^nd- the Cn of Deputi es. 

The latter was to be elected by the pro])erty owners for a term 
of ihree years. The Chambers were to have the ])ower to vote 
taices and laws. Rut the Government was to have sole right 
|to propose laws. Ministers, moreover, were not to be responsible 
1^0 the Chambers, to rise and fall according to their will,<but were 

be responsible to the monarch alone. The Crown could sum- 
mon and dissolve the Chamber of Deputies, but a year must not 
pass without a meeting of Parliament. This sj:atute resembled 
the French Charter of 1814. It granted a certMii amount of 
individual liberty. It created a parliament which represented 
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the propertied class, but whose powers were not large. It marks 
some progress, as by it, by action of the Crown itself, instead 
of by action of revolutionists, as hitherto, Spain became a con- 
stitutional state. The gain, though largely nominal, was some- 
thing. It did not satisfy the Liberals, but it contributed some- 
what to the political education of the country. 

The parliamentary history of Spain, opening in 1834, was muclft 
disturbed, bewildering and unprofitable to follow. Ministries 
changed with amazing frequency, parties were more nominal than 
real, not representing bodies of divergent political principles, 
but serving as masks for men who were eager to get into office 
as an easy method of gaining a livelihood. The ministries were 
short; in twenty-five years, from 1833 to 1858, there were 47 
presidents of council, G1 ministers of the interior, 78 of finance, 
and 96 of war. 

The Liberals were divided into two groups, the Moderates and 
the Progressists. The Moderates accej)ted the Statute of 1834, 
which so carefully guarded the rights of the monarch, and gave 
him such power over the chambers. Rut the Progressists de- 
manded the far more liberal Constitution of 1812, which clearly 
])roclaimed the sovereignty of the people and made Parliament 
more ])Owerful than the monarch. As the Carlist war continued 
unfavorable, Christina was driven to make further concessions. 
The Constitution of 1837 was accordingly promulgated, more 
liberal than the Statute of 1834, less liberal than the Constitutioiiiii 
of 1812. The Parliament or Cortes was henceforth to consist 
of a Senate and a Congress, the former to be a])pointed for life 
and, under certain restrictions, by the Crown, the latter to be 
elected by the voters for three years. This Constitution had 
been framed by a constituent Cortes, wliereas the Statute of 
1834 was merely a royal decree. 

The Carlist war was finally brought to a close, wich the help 
of England and Fraifce, in 1840, but at the same time the Queen 
Regent Avas driven from the country. Actual direction of the 
government now fell for many years into the hands of rival 
military leaders. The war had left the army the strongest force 
in the state. Isabella II was declared of age in 1843, and the^ 
government was carried on henceforth in her name. Her reign„, 
which lasted until 1868, was one, on the whole, of reaction. 
Adhering tenaciously to the forms of religion, and to the principle , 
of monarchical authority, the Queen Avas influenced throughout i 
by her favorites, by a camarilla,'\ind did not observe the spirit, 
and frequently not the letter, of the constitution. Her reign 
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was marked by absolutism naarly as unqualified as that of her 
predecessors. Constitutional forms were used to cover arbitrary' 
actions. It was a period of short and weak ministries, court 
intrigue, petty politics, a period little instructive. Whatever 
disturbances occurred were vigorously repressed. 

In 1861 Spain joined England and France in sending an 
expedition to Mexico to enforce certain claims upon the Mexican 
government. Spain and England quickly withdrew from this 
undertaking, leaving France to embark upon one of the most 
ill-starred enterprises of Napoleon III. In 1861 also Spain took 
possession again of her former colony of San Domingo, only to 
relinquish it a little later as the result of a revolt. 

Dissatisfaction with the existing regime, marked, as it was, by 
arbitrariness, by religious and intellectual intolerance, by abuses 
and corruption, and by the scandalous immorality of the Queen, 
increased as the reign progressed. The more liberal politicians 
and officers in the army and navy, persecuted under this regime, 
became revolutionary. In 1865 an insurrection broke out, led 
by General Prim. It was suppressed and Prim souglit refuge 
iji exile. In 1866 and 1867 similar movements occurred, likewise 
abortive. But in 1868 the issue was different. More widespread 
than the others, and more carefully organized, this revolt resulted 
in the flight of the Queen to France, and in the establishment of a 
jprovisional government, in which Marshal Serrano and General 
Prim were the leading figures. The reign of the Spanish Bour- 
bons was declared at an end, and imiversal suffrage,, religious 
liberty, and freedom of the press were proclaimed as the funda- 
mental principles of the future constitution. The Society of 
Jesus was suppressed. 

The Cortes were elected a little later by universal suffrage, and 
the future government of Spain was left to their determination. 
They drew up a constitution based upon popular sovereignty, 
and promulgated it in June 1869. They 'pronounced in favor 
of a monarchy and against a republic, by a vote of 214 to 71. 
They established a regency under Marshal Serrano, to conduct 
the government until a king should be chosen. This proved to 
be no easy task. The queen, Isabella II, abdicated in favor of 
her son Alfonso, but those in power were opposed to any repre- 
sentative of the House of Bourbon. It was considered necessary 
that the king should be a Roman Catholic; that, moreover, he 
should be of royal blood. Some advocated ^a son of Louis 
Philippe, others a Portuguese prince. Finally, after long nego- 
tiations, Prince Leopold of Hohenzollern was chosen. His 
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candidacy is important in history as having been the immediate, 
occasion of the Franco-Prussian war of 1870. In the end. 
Xu^pold declined the offer. * 

At length, November 1870, the crown was offered by a vote 
of 191 out of 3\lj to Apijg^depji^ second son of Victor Emmanuel' 
II. ^ The smallness of the majority was ominous. The new 
ting’s reign was destined to be short and troubled. Landing in 
Spain at the close of 1870, he was coldly received. Opposition 
to him came from several sources — from the Republicans, who 
were opposed to any monarch; from the Carlists, who claimed 
that the heir of Don Carlos, brother of Ferdinand VII, was the i 
lawful king; from the supporters of Alfonso, son of Isabella,^/ 
who held that he was the legitimate ruler. Amadeo was disliked 
also for the simple reason that he was a foreigner. The clergy 
attacked him for his adherence to constitutional principles of 
government. No strong body of politicians supported him. 
Ministries rose and fell with great rapidity, eight in two years, 
one of them lasting onl}^ seventeen days. Each change left the. 
government more disorganized and more unpopular. Believing 
that tlie problem of giving peace to Spain was insoluble, and 
wearying of an uneasy crown, Amadeo, in February 1873, re-! 
signed his powers into the liands of the Cortes. In a letter to; 
that body he said : ‘‘ I realize that my good intentions have been 
in vain. For two long years have I worn the crown of Spain, 
and Spain still lives in continual strife, departing day by day 
more widely from that era of peace and prosperity for which I 
have so ardently yearned. I am to-day firmly convinced of 
the barrenness of my efforts and the impossibility of attaining 
m}^ aims. These, deputies, are the reasons that move me to give 
back to the nation, and in its name to you, the crown offered me 
by the national suffrage, renouncing it for myself, my children, 
and my successors.” , 

The abdication of Amadeo left the nation without an executive. 
The ministry necessarily disappeared with the monarch, whose 
servant it was. TJie Cortes alone remained as a depository of 
power. In the Cortes there were many Republicans. Feeling 
that monarchy by divine right had failed in the person of 
Isabella II, and ought not to be restored by calling either her 
or her son to the throne, feeling also that elective monarchy 
had failed in the person of Amadeo, they held that the only 
alternative was the republic, that, moreover, it was the only form 

^ Sixty- three voted for a republic; the other votes were scattering or 
blank. 
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of government consistent with the principle of the sovereignty of 
the people. The Monarchists, taken by surprise, had no defi- 
nite plan, Cortes, therefore, proclaimed tlie Republic, Febru- 

ary 12, 1873, Fy a vote of 258 to 32, and declared that the 
"constitution should be framed by a convention to be chosen 
especially for that purpose. C'3;Stclar, a prominent Republican, 
speaking of the fall of the monarchy, declared that it had not 
been brought about by violence. No one destroyed it. It 
died of natural causes. The monarchy died of internal decom- 
position. It died by the providence of God. The Republic is 
the creation of circumstances. It comes from a conjuncture of 
society and nature and history.” 

But ^the advent of the Republic did not bring peace. Indeed, 
its history was short and agitated. European powers, with the 
exception of Switzerland, withdrew their diplomatic representa- 
tives. The United States alone recognized the new government. 
The Republic lasted from February 1873 to the end of December 
1874. It established a wide suffrage, proclaimed religious liberty 
“ in all its purit}^” proposed the complete separation of the 
church and state, and voted unanimously for the immediate 
emancipation of slaves in Porto Rico. 

The causes of its fall were numerous^ The fundamental one 
was that the Spaniards had had no long political training, essen- 
tia] for efficient self-government, no true‘^\'Xperience in party 
management. Tlie leader^'Mid not work together liarmoniously. 
Moreover, tlm Republicans, once in power, immediately fell apart 
into variou^^roups, of which the principal were those who 
believed in a centralized republic a^iid tliosc who believed in a 
federal republic. The Fedcralists^^^differcd even among them- 
selves as to the size of tjie various units that should form the 
federation. The avowed eiiemies of the Republic were numerous, 
the Monarchists, the clerg}-, offended by ^Hie proclamation of 
religious liberty, all those who profited by the old regime, and 
who resented the reforms which were threatened. Also, the 
problems th^t faced the new government increased the confusion. 
Three wars^werc in progress during the brief life of tlie Republic 
— a war in Cuba, a Carlist war, and a war with the F^ederalists 
in southern Spain. 

Presidents succeeded each other rapidly. Figueras was in 
office four months. Pi y Margall six weeks, Salmeron and Castelar 
for short periods. Finally, Serrano became pr^fctjically dictai^or. 
The fate of the Republic was determined by the generals oF the 
army, the most powerful body in the country, who declared in 
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December 1874 in favor of Alfonso, son of Isabella II, ,The 
Republic fell without a struggle. Alfonso, landing in Spain 
early in 1875, and being received in Madrid with great enthusiasm, 
assumed the government, promising a constitutional monarchy. 
The Carlist war was brought to an end in the following year. 
Tims, six years after the dethronement of Isabella, her son was 
welcomed back as king. Those six years had been characterized 
by instability and governmental confusion. The new King had 
fbUbwed his mother into exile in 1868, and had spent the inter- 
vening years in study in France, Austria, Switzerland, and Eng- 
land. He was now seventeen years of age. His reign lasted 
ten years, until his death in November 1885. In 1876 a new 
Constitution was voted, the last in the long line of ephemeral 
documents issuing during the century from either monarch or 
Cortes or revolutionary junta. Still in force, the Constitution? 
of 1876 declared the person of the king inviolable, created ai 
responsible ministry, a parliament of two chambers, a Congress 
of Deputies, elected by voters meeting a property qualification, 
and a Senate, consisting of three classes, those sitting in their 
own right, such as sons of the king, grandees of a certain wealth, 
admirals of the navy, archbishops, life members appointed by 
the king, and elective members, chosen for five years by certain 
corporations, such as provincial legislatures and universities, and 
by the wealthier citizens. The executive power was vested in 
the king, the legislative in the king and the parliament. No 
project should become law unless passed by both houses. Spain 
possesses the machinery of parliamentary government, ministries 
rising and falling according to the votes of parliament. Practi- 
cally, however, the political warfare is largely mimic. The two, 
chief parties in 1876 were the Conservatives, led by Canovas,! 
and the Liberals, led by Sagasta. But they wxu*e (livided, not 
so much by principle, as by a desire for office. Parliamentary 
institutions have been used for purposes of personal advantage; 
rather than for the increase of the national w ell-being through ^ 
courageous and intelligent legislation. They constitute a parodyj 
on the parliamentary system. 

Alfonso XII died in 1885. His wdfe, an Austrian princess, 
Maria Christina, was proclaimed regent for a child born a few 
months later, the present Kuig Alfonso XHI. Maria Christina, 
during the sixteen years of her regency, confronted many diffi- 
culties. Of these the most serious was the condition of Cuba, 
Spain’s chief colony. An insurrection had broken out in that 
island in 1868, occasioned by the gross misgovernment of the 
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mother country. This Cuban war dragged on for ten years, 
cost Spain nearly 100,000 men and $200,000,000, and was only 
ended in 1878 by means of lavish bribes and liberal promises of 
reform in the direction of self-government. As these promises 
were not fulfilled, and as the condition of the Cubans became 
more unendurable, another rebellion broke out in 1895. This 
new war, prosecuted with great and savage severity by Weyler, 
ultimately aroused the United States to intervene in the interests 
of humanity and civilization. A war resulted between the United 
States and Spain in 1898, which proved most disastrous to the 
latter. Her naval power was annihilated in tlie battles of Santi- 
ago and Cavite; her army in Santiago was forced to surrender, 
and she was compelled to sign the Treaty of Paris of 1898, by« 
which she renounced Cuba, Porto Rico, and the Philippine 
l^lands^ The Spanish Empire, which at the opening of the 
nineteenth century bulked large on the map of the w'orld, com- 
prising immense possessions in America, and the islands of both 
hemispheres, has disappeared. Revolts in Central and South 
America, beginning when Joseph Napoleon became King in 1808, 
and ending with Cuban independence ninety years later, have 
left Spain with the mere shreds of her former possessions, Rio de 
Oro, Rio Muni in western Africa, a strip of northern Morocco, 
and a few small islands off the African coast. The Canary 
Islands are not colonics but form one of the provinces of the 
kingdom. The disap[)earance of the Spanish colonial empire is 
one of the most significant features of the nineteenth century. 
Once one of the great world powers, Spain is to-day a state oP 
inferior rank, a negligible quantity in this era of world politics. 

In 1902 the present King, Alfonso XIII, formally assumed 
the reins of government. He married in May 1906 Princess 
Ena of Battenberg, Profound and numerous reforms are neces- 
sary to range the country in the line of progress. Though uni- 
versal suffrage was established in 1890, political conditions and 
methods h^ve not changed. Illiteracy is widespread. Out of a 
population of 18,000,000 perhaps 12,000,000 are illiterate. In 
recent years attempts have been made to improve this situation ; 
also to reduce the influence of the Roman Catholic Church in 
the state. Nothing important has yet been accomplished in this 
direction. Liberty of public worship has only recently been 
\secured for Protestants and other religious bodies. 
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PORTUGAL, 1815-1909 

Portugal, like other countries, felt the full shock of Napoleonic 
aggression. French armies were sent into the peninsula in 1807 
for the purpose of forcing that country into the Continental 
System, of closing all Europe to English commerce. The royal 
family fled from Lisbon just as the Frendi were approaching, 
and went to the capital of Portugal’s leading colony, Brazil. 
The actual authority in Portugal for several years was the 
English army and Lord Beresford. Portugal suffered during 
this period the immense loss of a million in j)opulation. After 
the fall of Napoleon the Portuguese hoped for the return of 
tlie royal family, but this did not occur. The King, John VI, 
was contented in Rio de Janeiro; moreover, he felt that his 
departure from Brazil would be the signal for a rebellion in that 
colony, which w^ould result in its independence. The situation 
gave great dissatisfaction to the Portuguese, whose pride was 
hurt by the fact that they no longer had a court in Lisbon, and 
that the mother country seemed to be in the position of a colony, 
inferior in importance to Brazil. Moreover, Beresford remained 
in Portugal after 1814, and was the real ruler of the country. 
The relations betw-een the Portuguese and the English were 
strained from the beginning. The army was disaffected because 
it was not ])rom})tl 3 " paid, and because many of the positions in 
it were held bv Englishmen. An occasion for the explosion of 
the growing discontent was furnished by the Spanish revolution 
of 1820. Encouraged by the movement in the sister state, the 
Portuguese army revolted, and the Cortes w^ere summoned to 
frame a constitution. This bod}" adopted, in 1822, what was 
practically the famous Spanish Constitution of 1812, wliich, as 
has been shown, was largely the French Constitution of 1791, 
the ideal of radicals yi various countries ; which, moreover, pos- 
sessed the advantage of being ready made. The King accepted 
it, and Portugal, hitherto an absolute monarchy, beca^ie a con- 
stitutional one. The King meanwhile had returned from Brazil, 
leaving his eldest son, Dom Pedro, as regent of that country. In 
1822 Brazil declared itself an independent empire, under Dom 
I'edro I. Three years later its independence was recognized by 
J'ortugal. 

Meanwhile, the Portuguese Constitution proved short-lived. 
As the absolutists regained control in Spain in 1823, the 
absolutists in ^Portugal also were encouraged to attempt to 
recover their power, and succeeded. The first experiment in 
constitutional government had been very brief, but ft resulted in 
leaving a constitutional party confronting an absolutist party. 



530 


SPAIN AND PORTUGAL 


The death of Kin^ John VI in 1826 created a new crisis, whicli 
distracted the country for many years. His eldest son, Dom 
Pedro, was Emperor of Brazil. His younger son was Dom 
Miguel. Dom Pedro was lawfully King of Portugal. He 
opened his reign as Pedro IV by granting a liberal constitutional 
charter introducing parliamentary government of the English 
type. Then, not wishing to return from Brazil, he abdicated 
in favor of his daughter, Donna jMaria da Gloria, Hoping to 
disarm his brotlier Dom Miguel, who himself wished to be king, 
he betrothed his daughter, aged seven, to Dom Miguel, decreeing 
that the marriage should be consummated when Donna Maria 
became of age. He then appointed Dom Miguel regent for tlie 
little princess. But Miguel, landing in Portugal in 1828, was 
proclaimed king by the absolutists. He accepted the crown. 
His reign was odious in the extreme, cliaracterized by cruelty 
and arbitrariness, by a complete defiance of the law, of all per- 
sonal liberty^ by imprisonments and de])ortations and executions. 
Dom Pedro abdicated his position as Em])eror of Brazil, and 
returned to Europe to take cluarge of tlie cause of his daughter. 
This civil war between Maria da Gloria and Dom Miguel resulted 
in the favor of the former. Dom Miguel formally renounced all 
claims to the throne and left Portugal never to return (18J4). 

Maria reigned until her death in 1858, a reign rendered tur- 
bulent and unstable by the violence of political struggles and 
by frequent insurrections. In 1852 the (^barter of 1826, restored 
by Maria’s government, was liberalized by inqmrtant alterations, 
with the result that various parties were satished, and political 
life under her successor, Pedro V, was mild and orderly. His 
reign was uneventful. He was followed in 1861 by Louis I, and 
he in 1889 by Carlos I. 

Of recent years radical ])arties, Bepublican, Socialist, have 
grown up. Discontent during fhis perio«i^ expressed itself by 
deeds of violence. Tlie Government rejdied by becoming more 
and more arbitrary. The King, Carlos I, even assunu'd to alter 
the Charter of 1826, still the basis of Portuguese political life, 
by mere decree. The controversy between Liberals, Radicals, 
and Conservatives develo])ed astounding bitterness^ Parlia- 
mentary institutions ceased to work normally, necessary legis- 
lation could not be secured. On February 1, 1908, tlie King 
and the Crown Prince were assassinated in the streets of Lisbon. 
The King’s second son, Manuel, succeeded him*. , Manuel’s reign 
was brief, for, in October, 1910, a revolution broke out in Lisbon. 
After several days of severe street fighting the monarchy was 
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overthrown and a Republic was proclaimed. Tlie King escaped 
to England. Dr. Theophile Braga, a native of the Azores, and 
for over forty years a distinguished man of letters, was chosen 
President. The constitution was remodeled and liberalized. 
The Church was separated from the State in 1911, and State 
payments for the maintenance and expenses of worship ceased. 

Since 1910, therefore, Portugal has been a Republic. The 
problems confronting her are numerous and serious. She is 
burdened with an immense debt, disproportionate to her resources, 
and entailing oppressive taxation. Although primary educa- 
tion has been compulsory since 1911, a very large percentage of 
the population over six years of age still remain illiterate. Por- 
tugal’s population is about six millions. She has small colonial 
possessions in Asia and extensive ones in Africa, which have thus 
far proved of little value. The Azores and Madeira are not 
colonics, but are integral parts of the republic. 

I Portugal was destined to play a minor but lionorable role in 
I the European War, side by side with the Entente Allies. 



CHAPTER XXVIII 

HOLLAND AND BELGIUM AFTER 1830 
HOLLAND 

We have described the dismeniherment of the Kingdom of the 
Netherlands in 1830, and the years succeeding. That kingdom, 
which included what we know as Holland and Belgium, was the 
work of the Congress of Vienna, created as a bulwark against 
France. The Belgians had revolted, and, supported in the end 
by some of the great powers, had won their independence. Since 
then there have been two kingdoms. 

The old Dutch provinces preserved the name henceforth of 
the Kingdom of the Netherlands. This kingdom, more frequently 
called Holland in Englisli-speaking countries, has had a history of 
comparatively quiet internal development, and has played no im- 
portant role in interna I- ional politics. It has passed through 
several reigns, that of William I, from 1814 to 1840; of William 
II, from 1840 to 1849; of William III, from 1849 to 1890, and 
of Queen Wilhelmina since 1890. The questions of greatest 
prominence in her separate history have been those concerning 
constitutional liberties, educational policy, and colonial 
administration. 

The political system rested upon the Fundamental Law granted 
by William I in 1815. By this the kingdom became a constitu- 
tional monarchy, but a monarchy in which the king was more 
powerful than tlie parliament, or States-Gcneral. By that law, 
the Statcs-General were com})osed of two chambers, one of which 
consisted of members appointed for life by the king, tlie other 
of members chosen by the estates of the provinces, which them- 
selves were chosen by voters meeting a certain property qualifica- 
tion. The legislative power of the States-General was restricted 
to the acceptance and rejection of bills submitted by the Govern- 
ment. They had no powers of origination or of amendment. 
The budget was voted for a period of years ; the civil service 
was beyond their control. The ministry was not responsible to 
them, but to the king alone. » 

Such a system was an advance upon absolutism, but it left 
the king extensive powers, not easily or adequately controlled, 
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and rendered possible the personal government of William I, 
which ended in the revolt of the Belgians in 1830. The Liberals 
of Holland demanded that this system should be radically 
changed, and that thenceforth the emphasis sliould be laid upon 
parliament, and that parliament should be brought into closer 
connection witli tlie people. After an agitation of several years 
they were rewarded with a considerable measure of success. A 
revision of the constitution was made by a commission appointed 
by the King, and was adopted by an extraordinary States- 
General in 1848, the general revolutionary tendency of that time 
no doubt facilitating the change. By the revised Constitution 
of 1848 the power of the king was diminished, that of parlia- 
ment greatly increased. The Upper House was no longer to 
be appointed by tlie monarcli, but elected by the provincial 
estates. The Lower House was to be chosen directly by the 
voters, that is, those who paid a certain property tax, varying 
according to locality. The ministers were made responsible to 
the States-General, which also acquired the right to initiate 
legislation, to amend projects submitted, and to vote the budget 
annually. Their sessions became public. I^ater reforms reor- 
ganized the provincial estates. Holland is divided into eleven 
provinces, each with its estates. The principle at the basis of 
these, of division into orders, or estates, was abolished. They 
were henceforth to be elected directly by those who were entitled 
to vote for the po])ular chamber of the States-General. Properly 
speaking, they ceased to be estates, and became legislatures in 
the modern sense, though the old name was preserved. Since 
1848 the constitution has been subjected to slight amendments, 
one of the more important being the enlargement in 1887 of the 
electorate and the extension of the suffrage practically to house- 
holders and lodgers, as in England. This increased the number 
of voters from about 140,000 to about 300,000. Bv a later 

9 * 

reform, voted in 1896, increasing the variety of property qualifi- 
cations, the number was augmented to about 700,000, or one for 
every seven inhabitants. Universal suffrage and proportional 
representation were introduced in 1917. The Second Chamber j 
is elected directly by citizens of both sexes who are twenty-fivel 
years of rfge or older. The electoral body now numbers over] 
three million voters. 

The Kingdom of the Netherlands possesses extensive colonies 
in the East Indies and the West Indies. Of these the most impor- 
tant is Java. Sumatra, Borneo, Celebes in Asia, Curasao and 
Surinam or Dutch Guiana in America, are valuable possessions. 
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The Dutch colonial empire has a population of about 47,000,000, 
compared with a population of about 7,000,000 in the Nether- 
lands themselves. The colonies are of great importance com- 
mercially, furnishing tropical commodities in large quantities, 
sugar, coffee, pepper, tea, tobacco, and indigo. 

BELGIUM 

The constitution adopted by the Belgians in 1831, at the 
time of their separation from Holland, is still the basis of the 
state. It establislied an hereditary monarchy, a parliament of 
two chambers, and a ministry responsible to it. The King, 
Leopold I, scrupulously observed the methods of parliamentary 
government from the outset, choosing his ministers from the 
party having the majority in the chambers. Leopold’s reign 
lasted from 1831 to his death in 186*5. It was one of peaceful 
development. Institutions essential to the welfare of the people 
were founded. Though the neutrality of Belgium was guaran- 
teed by the powers, it was nevertheless essential that she should 
herself have force enough to maintain lier neutrality. The army 
was, consequently, organized and put upon a war basis of 100,000 
men. State universities were founded, and primary and second- 
ary schools were opened in large numbers. Legislation favorable 
to industry and commerce was adopted. Railroads were built. 
Liberty of religion, of the press, of association, of education, 
was guaranteed by the Constitution. Foreign relations were 
prudently conducted by Leopold I, whose influence with other 
rulers of Europe was great, owing to his extensive acquaintance 
with European statesmen, his knowledge of politics, his sureness 
of judgment. Under Leopold I Belgium’s material and intel- 
lectual development was rapid. 

He was succeeded in 1865 by his son, Leopold H, who ruled 
for forty-four years. The two most im])ortant political ques- 
tions during most of this period concerned the suffrage and 
the schools. The suffrage was limited by a comparatively high 
property qualification, with the result that in 1890 there were 
only about 135,000 voters out of a population of six millions. 
As the cities had grown rapidly, and as the working classes were 
practically disfranchised, the demand for universal suffrage be- 
came increasingly clamorous until it could no longer be ignored. 
In 1893 the Constitution was revised, and tlio suffrage greatly 
enlarged. Every man of twenty-five years of age, not disquali- 
fied for some special reason, received the franchise. But supple- 
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mcntary votes were given to those who, in addition to the age 
qualification, could meet certain property qualifications. This 
is the principle of plural voting, and was designed to give the 
propertied classes more weight than they would have from 
numbers alone. It was provided that no voter should have more 
than three votes. This form of suffrage was strongly opposed 
by the Socialists, a growing party which attempted to secure 
the recognition of the principle of one man, one vote,” but 
which was not destined to succeed until after the close of the 
Great War. 

The political parties of most importance have been the Liberal 
and the Catholic, and latterly the Socialist. The Catholics have 
struggled to gain sectarian religious instruction in the schools, 
and have in great measure succeeded. Their opponents desire 
unsectarian schools. 

Belgium is the most densely poj)ulatcd country in Europe. 
Its population of more tlian seven millions is overwhelmingly 
Roman Catholic. It possesses one colony, the former Congo 
Free State, transformed into a colony in 1908. 

Leopold II died December 17, 1909, and was succeeded by his 
nephew, Albert I. Less than five years after the accession of 
King Albert the Great War broke out and Belgium was its 
first victim, a very conspicuous and very influential victim, for 
many reasons, one of which should be mentioned here. 

There were in Europe in 1914 about twenty different states. 
It is difficult to give the precise number, since the exact status of 
one or two of them was somewhat doubtful. Some of these states 
were extremely small. There were two petty republics. One was 
Andorra, located in the Pyrenees, and consisting chiefly of a 
valley surrounded by high mountain peaks and having a 
])opulation of about five tliousand. Its maximum length is seven- 
teen miles, its width ^‘ighteen. Andorra is under the suzerainty 
of France and of the Spanish Bishop of I^rgel, paying 960 
francs a year to the former, 460 pesetas to the latter. The other 
of these republics is San Marino, which claims to be the oldest 
state in Europe, is located on a spur of the Apennines, entirely 
surroundejd by Italy, and possesses a population of about twelve 
thousand. San Marino is the sole survivor of those numerous 
city-republics which abounded in Italy during the Middle Ages. 
Then there was also the little principality of Liechtenstein, lying 
between Switzfjrlknd and Austria, and having a population of 
about eleven thousand. There was also in 1914 the principality 
of Albania, a state which was created by international action in 
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1912 and 1913, and wliich collapsed in the following year at tlie 
outbreak of the war. But whatever the exact status of tliese 
petty states may be, they may be ignored in our survey as, with 
the exception of Albania, they have not counted in the general 
politics of Europe. 

There were in 1914 three otlier states which occupied a peculiar 
position. They were the vso-called neutralized states, Belgiuin, 
Li|.xemburg, and Switzerland. A neutralized state is one whose 
independence and integrity are solemnly guaranteed by inter- 
national agreement. Such states mav generally maintain armies, 
but only for defense. They may never make aggressive war ; nor 
may they make treaties or alliances Avith other states that may 
lead them into war. The reason why a state may desire to 
become neutralized is that it is weak, that its independence is 
guaranteed, that it has no desire or ability to participate in 
international affairs, in the usual struggles or com})etitions of 
states. The reasons wliy the great powers have consented to 
the neutralization of such states have differed in different cases. 
But the chief reason has been connected with tlie tlieory of the 
balance of power, the desire to keep them as buffers between 
two or more neighboring large states. Switzerland was neu- 
tralized in 1815 at the close of the Napoleonic wars, and its 
neutrality has never been infringed. Belgium was neutralized in 
1831 when it se]:)arated from Holland and became an independent 
state, and its neutralization was confirmed in the treaties of 
1839, and was recognized generally by the states of Euro})c. 
Luxemburg was neutralized in 1867 wlien it was freed from its 
previously existing connections with Germany as an incident 
to the reorganization of Germany and the establishment of the 
North German Confederation, after the Austro-I'russian War of 
1866 and the famous battle of Koniggratz or Sadowa. 

A neutralized state may, as has been tsaid, have an army 
and a navy and may build fortresses, as long as this is done for 
purposes of self-defense only, for a neutralized state is obliged 
to defend its neutrality, if attacked, to the full extent of its 
powers. Thus, in 1914, Belgium and Switzerland had armies 
and universal military service. Luxemburg, however,, was an 
anomaly, as the treaty of 1867, neutralizing her, provided 
explicitly that she should not be allowed to keep any armed 
force, with the exception of a police for the maintenance of 
public security and order. Under the circumstdnges, Luxemburg 
could do nothing for the defense of her neutrality when invaded 
in August, 1914. Belgium, however, could and did make a 
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spirited, though ineffectual, resistance to the invader. Switzer- 
land was not attacked, but nevertheless she mobilized her army 
at the outbreak of the war and stood ready to defend herself, if 
necessary. Whether Belgium and Luxemburg, whose guaranteed 
rights were so poor a protection in 1914, w’ould be neutralized 
again remained, of course, to be seen. 

It was doubtful whether neutralization as an international 
device could stand the test of history, or not. Belgium’s neutral- 
ity was observed by its guarantors for eighty-three years and 
then ruthlessly broken by one of them ; lAixemburg’s for forty- 
seven, then broken by the same power, Germany. Switzerland, 
was destined to be the only one of these specially “ protected ” 
states which was to pass unscathed through the Great War, its; 
neutrality respected by its protectors for a full century and more.' 

From the point of view of recent European politics, the 
significance of Belgium and of her northern neighbor, Holland, 
from whom she revolted in 1830, has lain in the fact that they 
have been coveted by those Germans who have wished to increase 
the boundaries of the German Empire, and who have, to that 
end, advocated the absor])tion of certain territories lying beyond 
the boundaries of Germany. Belgium and Holland have been 
desired by the Pan-Germans because of their riches, industrial 
and agricultural, because of their coastline, abounding in excel- 
lent harbors on the Atlantic, fronting England, and also because 
of their colonies, Belgium possessing a vast African domain, 
now called the Congo Colony, rich in tropical products, and 
Holland possessing invaluable tropical islands in the East Indies, 
Java, Sumatra, Borneo, and Celebes. The Belgian colony had, 
in 1914, an area of some 900,000 square miles, an area about a 
fourth as large as that of the United States, including Alaska, 
with a population of perhaps ten million. The ''olonies of 
Holland or the Nethprlands, as that state is officially called, had 
an area of about 800,000 square miles and a population of 
approximately tliirty-eight millions. I'lie Pan-Germans looked 
with greedy eyes upon these spacious and inviting territories, 
belonging to countries which, in a military sense, were conven- 
iently weak. These colonies, and even the countries to which 
they belonged, were included in the Pan-Germanic dream of 
t-'onquest. 

The history of Belgium during and after the Great War will 
be narrated in adater chapter. 



CHAPTER XXIX 
SWITZERLAND 

SwiTZERT.AND in 1815 was a loose confederation of twenty-two 
states or cantons/ These varied greatly in their forms of 
government. A few were real democracies, tlie peoj)Ie meeting 
en masse at stated periods, generally in some meadow or open 
place, to enact laws and to elect officials to execute them. But 
these were the smaller and poorer cantons. In others, the 
government was not direct but was representative. In some 
of these political power was practically monopolized by a grouj) 
of important families, the patricians; in others by the propertied 
class. Most of the cantons, therefore, were not democratic, 
but were governed by privileged classes. The central govern- 
ment consisted of a Diet, which really was a congress of ambas- 
sadors, who voted according to the instructions given them 
by the cantons that sent them. In the language of political 
science, Switzerland was not a federal state, but was only a 
federation of states. Its constitution was the Pact of 1815, 
which was the work of a convention which met in Zurich and 
whose deliberations continued from April 1814 to August 1815. 
Switzerland did not have a capital. The Diet sat alternately in 
three leading cities, Bern, Zurich, and Lucerne. 

In Swiss institutions, therefore, the em])hasis w^as put upon 
the cantons, not upon the confederation. This had been the 
case during the five hundred years of Swiss liistory, save during 
a short period of French domination undei* the Directory, and 
under Napoleon. The cantons retained all powers that were 
not expressly granted to the Diet. They had their own postal 
systems, their own coinage. A person was a citizen of a canton, 
not of Switzerland. Leaving his canton, he wan a man without 
a country. Cantons might make commercial treaties with 
^foreign powers. The Pact of 1815 said nothing about the usual 
liberties of the press, of public meeting, of religion. These 

1 Three of these were divided into “half-cantons,” Vhus making in all 
twenty-five cantonal governments. A “ half-canton ” has the same powers 
in local government as has a whole canton. In federal affairs, however, 
it has only half, the weight. Vincent, Oovernment in Switzerland, 40. 
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matters were, therefore, left in the hands of the cantons, which 
legislated as they chose, in some cases very illiberally. Several 
possessed established churches, and did not allow any others. 
Valais did not permit Protestant worship, Vaud did not permit 
Catholic. Education was entirely a cantonal affair. Most of 
the cantons were neither democratic nor liberal, and it remained 
for the future to accomplish the unification of these petty states. 

For about fifteen years after 1815 most of the cantons fol- 
lowed generally reactionary policies. Then began the period 
which the Swiss call the era of regeneration, in which the con- 
stitutions of many of the cantons were liberalized by the recog- 
nition of the classes hitherto excluded from power, and now 
becoming clamorous. The cantonal governments were wise 
enough to make the concessions demanded, such as universal 
suffrage, freedom of the press, equality before the law, before 
discontent appealed to force. Between 1880 and 1817 there 
were nearly thirty revisions of cantonal constitutions. 

The same party which demanded liberal cantonal constitu- 
tions demanded a stronger central government. This, however, 
was not effected so easily, but only after a short civil war, the 
war of the SonderbufuL 

As each canton possessed control of religion and education, 
it had come about that in the seven Catholic cantons the Jesuits 
had gained great influence, which they were striving to increase. 
The Radical party stood for liberty of religion, secular educa- 
tion, a lay state. It wished to increase the powder of the central 
government, so that it might imj)ose its view's upon the whole 
confederation. For this reason the Catholic cantons were op- 
posed to any increase of the federal power, and wished to 
maintain the authority of the cantons untouched, for only thus 
could they maintain their view's. Religious and political passions 
finally rose so high that in 184i7 the seven Catholic cantons 
formed a special league {Sonderbund)^ for the purpose of pro- 
tecting the interests w'hich they considered threatened. They 
regarded their action as merely defensive against possible attack. 
The Radicals were, how'ever, able to get a vote through the Diet 
ordering, the disbandment of this league. As the members of. 
the league refused to disband, a war resulted (1847). It was 
of brief duration and was over in three weeks. The victory, 
which did not cost many lives, was easily won by the forces of 
the federal gpviJrnment, which were mucli more numerous and 
better equipped than those of the league. The SonderhuiidrwaiS^. 
dissolved, tlie Jesuits were expelled, and the triumphant Radicals 
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proceeded to carry out their cherished plan of strengthening tlu 
federal government. This they accomplished by the Constitu- 
tion of 1848, wliich superseded the Pact of 1815. This con- 
stitution, with some changes, is still in force. It transformed 
Switzerland into a true federal union, resembling, in many 
respects, the United States. The Diet of ambassadors gave 
way to a representative body with extensive powers of legislation. 

The federal legislature was henceforth to consist of two 
houses: the National Council, elected directly by the people, 
one member for every 20,000 inhabitants; and the Council of 
States, composed of two members for each canton. In the 
former, po])ulati()n counts; in the latter, the equality of tlie 
cantons is preserved. The tw^o bodies sitting togctlier choose 
the Federal Tribunal, and also a committee of seven, the Federal 
Council, to serve as the executive. From tins committee of seven 
they elect each year one who acts as its chairman and wiiose 
title is President of the Swdss Confederation,’’ but whose pow^r 
is no greater than that of any of the other members. It was 
recognized that there should be a single capital, and Bern was 
chosen as such, on account of its position on the border of the 
German- and Freiicli-speaking districts. 

liarger powders were now given to the confederation: the 
control of foreign affairs, the army, tariff's, the postal system, 
and the coinage. Tlie cantons retain great powxirs, such as tlie 
right to legislate concerning civil and criminal matters, religion, 
and education. 

The new constitution w^as ratified by three-fourths of the 
cantons and two-tliirds of the voters, and was put immediately 
into force. It converted an ancient league of states into a 
strong federal union. It created for the first time in history a 
real Swiss nation. This is one of the triumphs of the national- 
istic spirit, of w'hich Furope has seen so mrny in the nineteenth 
century. It is also a triumph of another of the motive forces 
of the century, the democratic spirit. The reform of the federal 
constitution in a manner satisfactory to the democratic demands 
of the time w^as only possible after a reform in the cantons in 
the direction of democracy. The cantonal reform jnovement 
of the decade preceding 1848 was the condition precedent to the 
Constitution of 1848. 

Since 1848 Switzerland has pursued a course of peaceful 
development, but one of extraordinary interest t ^to the outside 
woild. This interest consists not in great events, not in foreign 
policy, for Switzerland has constantly preserved a strict ncu- 
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f rality, but in the steady and thoroughgoing evolution of certain 
political forms which may be of great value to all self-governing 
countries. There have been developed in Switzerland certain 
processes of law-making the most democratic in character known 
to tlie world. The achievement has been so remarkable, the 
process so uninterrupted, that it merits description. 

In all countries calling themselves democratic, the political 
machinery is representative, not direct, i.e., tlie voters do not 
make the law's themselves, but merely at certain periods choose 
])eople, their representatives, who make them. These law's are 
not ratified or rejected by the voters; tliey never come before 
the voters directly. But the Swiss have sought, and wdtli great 
success, to render the voters law-makers tliemselves, and not the 
mere choosers of law^-makers, to apply the power of the democ- 
racy to the national life at every point, and constantly. They 
have done this in various ways. Their methods have been first 
w'orked out in the cantons, and later in the confederation. 

Some of the smaller cantons have from time immemorial been 
pure democracies. The voters have met together at stated 
times, usually in the open air, and have elected their officials, 
and by a show of hands have voted the laws. There are six such 
cantons to-day. Such direct government is possible, because 
these cantons are small both in area and population. They are 
so small that no voter has more than fifteen miles to go to the 
voting [dace, and most have a much shorter distance. These 
mass meetings or Landesgemeinden are not unw'ieldy, - varying 
from 2,000 to 10,000. 

But in the other cantons this method does not prevail. In 
them the people elect representative assemblies, as in England and 
the United States, but they exercise a control over them not 
exercised in these countries, and which renders self-government 
almost as complete in the six cantons described above. They 
do this by the so-called referendum and initiative. In the 
cantons w'here these processes are in vogue the people do not, 
as in the Laiidesgeineinde cantons, come togetlier in mass meeting 
and enact their own laws. They elect, as in other countries, 
their ow'n legislature, w^hich enacts the laws. The government 
is representative, not democratic. But the action of the legis- 
lature is not final, only to be altered, if altered at all, by a 
succeeding legislature. Laws passed by the cantonal legislature 
may or must be**referred to the people (referendum), who then 
have the right to reject or accept them, who, in other words, 
become the law-makers, their legislature being simply a kind of 
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committee to liclp tliem by suggesting measures and by draftin{» 
them. The referendum is of two kinds, optional and obligatory. 
The optional referendum requires that a law must be submitted 
to popular vote if a certain number of the votei’s petition for 
it. The proportion varies in the different cantons, ranging from 
a twelfth to a fifth of all the voters. The obligatory referendum 
requires, as the name implies, that all laws, or certain kinds 
of laws, shall be submitted without the need of petition. The 
obligatory form is the more democratic, requiring, as it docs, 
a direct poymlar vote on every law. 

The initiative, on the other hand, enables a certain number 
of voters to pro])ose a law or a principle of legislation and to 
require that the legislature submit the proposal to the people, 
even though it is itself opposed to it.' If ratified the pro})osal 
becomes law. The initiative tlius reverses the order of the 
process. The im})ulse to tlic making of a new law comes from 
the people, not from the legislature. The referendum is negative 
and preventative. It is the veto power given to tlie people. The 
initiative is positive, originative, constructive. By these two 
processes a democracy makes whatever laws it pleases. The 
one is the complement of the other. They do not abolish legisla- 
tures, but they give the people control whenever a sufficient 
number wish to exercise it. The constitution of the canton of 
Zurich ex})resses the relation as follows : “ The people exercise 
the law-making ])owcr with the assistance of the state legisla- 
ture.” The legislature is not the final law-making body. The 
voters are the su})reme legislators. These two devices, the 
referendum and the initiative, are intended to establish, and do 
establish, government of the people, and by the people. They 
are of immense interest to all who wish to make the })rnctice of 
democracy correspond to the theory. By them Switzerland has 
more nearly approached democracy than has anv other country. 

This system has been mainly developed since 1848, though its 
beginnings may be found earlier. Its growth constitutes the 
most important feature of Swiss political history in the last half 
century. It has been adopted wholly or in part in all of the 
representative cantons, with the exception of Freiburg It has 
also been introduced into the federal government. In 1874 the 
federal constitution was revised, and at that time the federal 
referendum was established, and since 1891 a kind of federal 
initiative exists, that is, the people have the "right to initiate 

1 The number is about the same. In proportion to the whole number of 
voters, as Is required in the case of the optional referendum. 
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constitutional amendments, not ordinary laws, but, as no sharp 
line separates the two, the power is practically unrestricted. 

The Swiss have not only sought by these devices to subordinate 
the representative system to the higher will of the people, but 
they have at the same time sought to perfect that system itself 
by making it a more exact expression of that will. The method 
advocated to accomplish this is proportional representation, by 
which minorities are given weight in legislatures in proportion 
to their numbers. This sj^stem has been adopted in several 
cantons, and its advocates urge its adoption in the others, and in 
the confederation.^ 

From being decentralized and undemocratic in 1815 Switzer- 
land lias achieved during the century a considerable degree of 
centralization, and lias become the most democratic country in 
the world. It has made great progress in education and in 
industry. The population has increased over a million since 
1850, and now numbers appi'oximately four millions. This 
population is not homogeneous in race or language. About 71 
per cent, speak German, 21 per cent. French, 5 per cent. Italian, 
and a small fraction speak a peculiar Romance language, called 
Roumansch. Hut language is not a divisive force, as it has been 
elsewhere, as for examyile, in former Austria-Hungary and in the 
Ralkan peninsula, probably because no political advantages or 
disadvantages are connected with it. 

The neutrality of Switzerland is guaranteed by the powers. 
From this fact, as well as from its central position, Switzerland 
has come to play a unique and important part in international 
affairs. It lias become the seat of a number of useful inter- 
national institutions — the Red Cross Society, whose flag is the 
Swiss flag with colors reversed; the International Postal Union, 
the International Telegraph Union. It has also played an 
important role in the international peace movement. It was in 
Geneva, in 1872, that the most important work of international 
arbitration of the nineteenth century was accomplished, that 
which settled the controversy between the United States and 
Great Britain which grew out of the Alabama claims. Since the 
World War Switzerland has become the seat of the League 
of Natiohs. 

1 Vincent, Government in Switzerland, 75-83. 
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DENMARK 

DuRiNCr the later wars of Naj)oleoii Denmark had been his 
ally, remaining loyal to the end, while other allies had taken 
favorable occasion to abandon him. For this conduct tlie con- 
querors of Napoleon punished her severely by forcing her by 
the Treaty of Kiel, .January 181I<, to cede Norway to Sweden, 
whicli had thrown in its lot with the Great Coalition. The 
condition of the Danish kingdom at the period of the opening 
of this history was deplorable, indeed. By the loss of Norway 
her population was reduced a third. Her trade was ruined, and 
tier finances were in the greatest disorder. 

The government was an absolute monarchy. Frederick VI 
was king from 1808 to 1839. Down to 1830 there was practi- 
cally no political activity. The people W'ere struggling to 
recover some measure of ])rosperity, the government was forced 
to pursue a quiet economical policy of routine to provide for 
the urgent needs of the state. The great war debt weighed 
heavily upon the nation. Not for a generation was it found 
possible to begin to reduce it. 

But after 1830 a liberal movement developed of sufficient 
strength to necessitate some action on the part of the King. 
Thinking to quiet it by mild concessions, he established in 1834 
four consultative estates — one for each o.^ the provinces into 
which Denmark was divided — the Islands, Jutland, Schleswig, 
and Holstein. These assemblies were to be chosen for six years 
by the landed proprietors, and were to meet biennially. T^iey 
were to have the power to discuss laws and taxes, to present 
petitions, to criticise the government. But they ha^ no real 
autliority, as they were merely consultative. Tlie king might 
follow their advice, or accede to their petitions, or not, as he 
chose. Their meetings were behind closed doors, and their 
debates were not published. 

Obviously, such assemblies did not at all satisfy the demands 
of the Liberals, who desired a real constitution and a real parlia- 
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merit* This party had high hopes that the succeeding king, 
Cliristian VIII, who ruled from 1839 to 1848, and who came to 
the throne with a reputation for enlightened and progressive 
ideas, would launch Denmark upon a career of liberalism, but 
Hieir hopes were entirely disappointed. The agitation, therefore, 
continued, and grew so strong that Christian finally decided to 
grant a constitution, but he died before promulgating it. 

His successor, Frederick VII, issued a constitution in June 
1849, which was limited to the Islands and Jutland, and did not 
include the duchies, Schleswig and Holstein. In 1854 Frederick 
promulgated another constitution, and in 1855 still another. 
I'he difficulty was that the question of a constitution was bound 
up with that vastly complicated problem of the relation of the 
duchies, Schleswig and Holstein, to Denmark. This problem of 
the duchies dominated Danish politics during the entire reign pf 
Frederick VII, from 1848 to 1863, never solved, and always 
liighly disturbing. Under his successor, Christian IX, who 
reigned from 1863 to 1906, the problem entered upon its final 
pliase, leading, as we have seen elsewhere, to the war of 1864 
between Denmark on the one hand and Jhmssia and Austria on 
the other. Tlie result of that war was the loss of the duchies 
to the two powers by the Treaty of Vienna, October 30, 1864. 
The question of the duchies was thus settled as far as Denmark 
was concerned. For the second time in the nineteenth century 
Denmark suffered a dismemberment at the hands of the great 
military powers. This reduced her territorial extent by a third, 
her {)opuIation by about a million. 

Since that war Denmark has pursued a policy of internal 
development, undisturbed by foreign ])olitics. A constitution 
was issued in 1866, a revision of that of 1849, and it remained 
in force down to the outbreak of the World War. By it a 
parliament of two houses was established, the Upper House or 
Landsthing, consisting of 66 members, twelve of whom were 
appointed by the king for life, the others being chosen by the 
large taxpayers for a term of eight years; and the Lower House, 
or Folkething, elected for three years hy a wide suffrage. 

For many years Christian IX ruled, relying on the Upper 
House in defiance of the wislies of the Lower. The dispute was 
over army reform and the budget, and the example followed was 
that of Bismarck in Prussia between 1862 and 1866. In the 
end the King wivs victorious. Constitutional government during 
these years ( 1873-1894) really existed only in name. Later the 
Radical party and, later still, the Socialist, increased greatly in 
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size and importance. Legislation along radical lines was enacted. 
In 1891 an old age pension system was established, extended by 
later laws. All over sixty years, of good character, are entitled 
to a pension, half of which is paid by the state, half by the local 
authority. There is no requirement of previous payments on the 
part of the recipients, as there is in Germany, Education is 
compulsory between the ages of seven and fourteen. The popula- 
tion of Denmark is over three million and a quarter. The area 
is about that of Switzerland. 

Denmark had, throughout the nineteenth century and down 
to the Great War, extensive possessions — Greenland, Iceland, 
the Faroe Islands, and the three small West Indian islands of 
St. Croix, St. Thomas, and St. John. Of these the most impor- 
tant was Iceland, 600 miles west of Norway, with an area of 
over 40,000 square miles and a population of about 80,000. 
Iceland was granted home rule in 1874, and had her own parlia- 
ment of tJiirty-six members. In 1874 she celebrated the thou- 
sandth anniversary of her settlement. Since December 1, 1918, 
Iceland has been recognized as a sovereign, independent state 
united with Denmark only by a personal bond. Both have the 
same King, Christian X. The Danish West Indies, the so-callcd 
Virgin Islands, were purchased by the United States for twenty- 
five million dollars by a treaty ratified by Denmark December 
22, 1916, and by the government of the United States early 
in the following year. The Faroes are not colonies, but parts 
of the kingdom. Denmark’s only colony at the present moment 
is therefore the island of Gjeenland. 

As a result of the Great War Denmark was destined to recover 
Northern Sclilcswig, lost in 1864. 

The present king is Christian X, who has been on the throne 
since 1912, having succeeded his father, Frederick VIII, who 
reigned from 1906 to 1912. 

: A new constitution was adopted in 1915, and put into force in 
1918, introducing equal suffrage in the elections for both Houses, 
men and women being entitled to vote under identical conditions, 
the voting age being thirty-five for the Up])er House and twenty- 
five for the Lower. The former now lias a membership of 75 
and the latter of 149. The system of proportional representa- 
tion has been adopted. 


SWEDEN AND NORWAY 

Both Sweden and Norway were affected by the course of the 
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Napoleonic wars. After the Treaty of Tilsit of 1807, by which 
Kussia and France became allies, Russia proceeded to gratify 
a long cherislied ambition by seizing Finland from Sweden, thus 
gaining a large territory and a long coast line on the Baltic 
Sea. Later, Sweden, uniting with the Allies against Napoleon, 
was rewarded in 1814 by the acquisition of Norway, torn from 
Denmark, wliich had adhered to Napoleon to the end, and which 
was accordingly considered a proper subject for punishment. 

The Norwegians had not been consulted in this transaction. 
They were regarded as a negligible quantity, a passive pawn in 
the international game, a conce})tion that ])roved erroneous, for 
no sooner did they hear that they were being handed by outsiders 
from Denmark to Sweden tlian they protested, and proceeded to 
organize resistance. Claiming that the Danish King’s renuncia- 
tion of the crown of Norway restored that crown to themselves, 
they proceeded to elect a king of their own, May 17, 1814, and 
they adopted a liberal constitution, the Constitution of Eidsvold, 
establishing a parliament, or Stortliing. 

But the King of Sweden, to whom this country had been 
assigned by the consent of the powers, did not propose to be 
deprived of it by act of the Norwegians themselves. He sent 
the Crown Prince, Bernadotte, into Norway to take possession, 
A war resulted between the Sw’edes and the Noiwvegians, the 
latter being victorious. Then the great powers intervened so 
peremptorily that the newly elected Norwegian king, Christian, 
resigned liis crown into the hands of the Storthing. Tlie Stor- 
thing then acquiesced in the union w^ith Sweden, but only after 
having formally elected the King of Sweden as the King of 
Norw^ay, thus asserting its sovereignty, and also after the King 
had promised to recognize the Constitution of 1814, wliich the 
Noiwvegians had given tliemselves. 

Thus there w’as no fusion of Norw'ay and Sw^eden. Theje 
were tw'o kingdoms .ilhd one king. The same jierson w^as King of 
Sweden and King of Norway, but he governed each according 
to its own law s, and by means of se])arate ministries. No Sw’^ede 
could hold office in Norway, no Norwegian in Sweden. Each 
country had its separate constitution, its separate parliament. 
In Swede'll the parliament, or Diet, consisted of four houses, 
representing respectively the nobility, the clergy, the cities and 
the peasantry. In Norway the parliament, or Storthing, con- 
sisted of two qhambers. Swx'den had a strong aristocracy, 
Norway only k small and feeble one. Swedish government and 
society were aristocratic and feudal, Noiwvegian very democratic. 
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Norway, indeed, was a land of peasants, who owned their farms, 
and fishcrfolk, sturdy, simple, independent. Each country had 
its own language, each its own capital, that of Sweden at Stock- 
holm, that of Norway at Christiania. 

The two kingdoms, therefore, were xcry dissimilar, with their 
different languages, different institutions, and different condi- 
tions. They luid in common a king, and ministers of war and 
foreign affairs. The connection between tlie two countries, 
limited as it was, led during the century to freciuent and bitter 
disagreements, ending finally in their separation. 

Charles XIII, tlie ruler in 1815, having no son, had adopted 
the French marshal, Uernadotte, as Crown Prince. Bernadotte 
became king in 1818, and ruled as Charles XIV until his deatli 
in 1844. Under him only slight changes were made in the 
institutions of Sweden. He was opposed to reforms, and earnest 
in his resistance to the liberal parties. In an economic sense tlie 
prosperity of Sweden advanced considerably. Religious freedom 
was established. The debt was reduced. But the King would 
not consent to the chief demand of reformers for a radical change 
in the antiquated form of the Diet. Its division into four 
chambers played directly into his hands, as he could generally 
oppose one or two chambers to the otliers, thus himself exercising 
an authority practically free from control. The situation re- 
mained unohanged under his successor, Oscar I (1844-1859). 
Under Charles XV, however ( 1 859-1 8T2), this fundamental 
change was accomplished by the constitutional laws of 1866. 
The Diet was transformed into a modern parliament, con- 
sisting of two chambers. Representation by orders was abol- 
ished. Henceforth, there was to be an Upper Chamber, 
elected by communal councils for a term of nine years. As a 
high property qualification was required for membership, and as 
members of this house received no salaries, it really represented 
the noble and rich classes. The Lower Chai^ber was elected for 
three years, but, as a fairly high property qualification was 
required for voters, it also represented ])ro])erty. Indeed, only 
about eight per cent, of the people ])ossessed the suffrage under 
this constitution. jMembers of this Chamber received salaries. 
This system went into force in 1866, and remained in fbree until 
1909. 

Under the next king, Oscar II, who ruled from 1872 to 1907, 
the relations with Norway became acute, ending finally in com- 
plete rupture. Friction between Norway and Sweden had existed 
ever since 1814, and had provoked frequent crises. The funda- 
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mental cause lay in the different conceptions prevalent among 
the two peoples »as to the real nature of the union effected in 
that year. The Swedes maintained that Norway was unquali- 
fiedly ceded to them by the Treaty of Kiel in 1814; that 
they later were willing to recognize that the Norwegians should 
have a certain amount of independence; that they, nevertheless, 
possessed certain rights in Norway and preponderance in the 
I^nion. The Norwegians, on tlie other hand, maintained that 
the Union rested, not upon the Treaty of Kiel, a treaty between 
Denmark and Sweden, but upon their own act ; tliat they had 
been independent, and had drawn up a constitution for them- 
selves, tlie Constitution of Fndsvold; that they had voluntarily 
united themselves witli Sweden by freely electing the King of 
Sweden as King of Norway ; that there was no fusion of the two 
states; that Sweden had no power in Norway; that Sweden had 
no preponderance in the Union, but that the two states were on 
a plane of entire equality. With two such dissimilar views fric- 
tion could not fail to develop, and it began immediately after 
1814 on a question of trivial importance. The Norwegians 
insisted ii])on celebrating as their national holiday ^lay 17th, 
the date of their adoption of tlie Constitution of Eidsvold. The 
Swedes wished it to be November 4th, the day on which the 
King, Charles XIII, accepted and promulgated that constitution. 
The Norwegians then, in 181 e5, intended to manage their own 
internal affairs as they saw fit, without any intermixture of 
Swedish influence. But their King was also King of Sweden, 
and, as a matter of fact, lived in Sweden most of the time, and 
was rarely seen in Norway. Moreover, Sweden was in popula- 
tion much the larger partner in this uncomfortable union. 

By the Constitution of Eidsvold the King had only a suspen- 
sive veto over the laws of the Storthing, the Norwegia?^ parlia- 
ment. Any law coujd be enacted over that veto if passed byj,^ 
three successive Storthings, with intervals of three years betweenji 
the votes. The process was slow, but sufficient to insure victory! 
in any cause in which the Norwegians were in earnest. It was 
thus, tliat, despite the King’s veto, they carried through the 
abolition of the Norwegian nobility. Contests between the 
Storthing and the King of Norway, occurring from time to time, 
over the question of the national flag, of annual sessions, and 
other matters, kept alive the antipathy of the Norwegians to 
ihe Union. Meanwhile, their })rosperity increased. Particularly"* 
did they develop an important commerce. One-fourth of the 
merchant marine of the continent of Europe passed gradually 
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into tlieir hands. This gave rise to a question more serious than 
any that had hitherto arisen — that of the consular service. 

About 1892 began a fateful discussion over tlie question of 
the consular service. The Norwegian Parliament demanded a 
separate consular service for Norway, to be conducted by itself, 
to care for Norway’s commercial interests, so much more impor^ 
tanf than those of Sweden. TJiis the King would not grant, on 
the ground that it would break up the Union, that Sweden and 
Norway could not have two foreign policies. The conflict thus 
begun dragged on for years, embittering [he relations of the 
Norwegians and the Swedes, and inflaming passions until in 1905 
(June 7th) the Norwegian Parliament declared unanimously 

that the Union with Sweden under one king has ceased.” The 
war feeling in Sweden was strong, but the Government finally 
decided, in order to avoid the evils of a conflict, to recognize the 
dissolution of the Union, on condition that tlie question of sepa- 
ration should be submitted to the people of Norway. Sweden 
held that there was no proof that the Norwegian })eople desired 
this, but was evidently of the opinion that the whole crisis was 
simply the work of the Storthing. That such an o])inion was 
erroneous was established by the vote on August 13, 1905, which 
showed over 368,000 in favor of separation and only 181 votes 
in opposition. A conference was then held at Carlstad to draw 
up a treaty or agreement of dissolution. This agreement pro- 
vided that any disputes arising in the future between the two 
countries, wdiich could not be settled by direct dijflomatic negotia- 
tions, should be referred to the Hague International Arbitration 
Tribunal. It further provided for tlie establishment of a neutral 
zone along the frontiers of the two countries, on which no military 
fortifications should ever be erected. 

Later in the year the Norwegians chose Prince Charles of 
Denmark, grandson of the then King of Denmark, as King of 
Norway. There was a strong feeling in favour of a republic, but 
it seemed clear that the election of a king would be more accept- 
able to the monarchies of Europe, and would avoid all jiossibilities 
of foreign intervention. The new king assumed the name of 
Haakon VH, thus indicating the historical continuity of the 
independent kingdom of Norway, which had grown up in the 
Middle Ages. He took up his residence in Christiania. 

On December 8, 1907, Oscar H, since 1905 King of Sweden 
only, died, and was succeeded by his son as Gustavus V. 

In 1909 Sweden took a long step toward democracy. A fran- 
chise reform bill, which had long been before parliament, was 
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finally passed. Manhood suffrage was established for the Lower 
House, and the qualifications for election to the Upper Housq 
were reduced to the point that those enjoying an income of about 
,$1,800 a year were eligible. By resolutions of Parliament^ 
adopted in 1918, 1919 and 1921 the constitution was further 
developed in a very democratic sense. Women now have thq 
same voting rights as men. The voting age for the Lower Hous^ 
is twenty-three. 

In Norway, every citizen of twenty-three years of age and 
who has been a resident of the country for five years, has the 
right to vote. Since 1913 women have been entitled to vote 
under the same conditions as men, and since 1915 they have been 
eligible to the cabinet. 

Sweden has a population of about six million ; Norway of more 
than two and a half million. 



CHAPTER XXXI 


THE DISRUPTION OF THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE 
AND THE RISE OF THE RALKAN STATES 

The Ottoman Empire, although it had been for a long time 
diminishing in si/e and in importance, was still very extensive in 
1815. In Asia it included Asia Minor, Syria, the region of 
tlie Euphrates up to Persia, and the suzerainty of Arabia; in, 
Africa, it comprised Egypt and the northern coast of the conti- 
nent as far as Morocco. In Europe it possessed the whole of 
the Balkan peninsula, and north of the Danube the principalities 
of Moldavia and Wallachia. It stretched, therefore, like a huge 
crescent round the eastern and southern shores of the Mediter- 
ranean from the Adriatic nearly to S))ain. This vast empire 
had been for some time in danger of being conquered by foreign 
powers. Russia had, since the tiuie of Catharine II, been push- 
ing her way soutliward, by seizing Turkisli soil* At one time it 
seemed as if Russia and Austria, her two nearest neighbors, would 
divide the spoils between them, at another tliat Napoleon would 
direct his restless activity tliither with damaging results. But 
the interests of European ])olitics had kept tliese powers other- 
wise occupied, and liad frustrated whatever designs they had had 
upon the Sultan’s possessions. But there was another menace. 
The immediate danger was not from without but from within. 
The government of the Sultan was inefficient, its mechanism of 
control of its agents deplorably defective. The result was that 
in various parts of the empire those ageh^s were using their 
power to found for themselves virtually independent states, with 
themselves and their children as the royal lines. ‘ A process of 
dismemberment was going on in Turkey such as had gone on in 
Germany in the Middle Ages under the feudal system. A large 
but loosely organized state was being broken up by tfic personal 
cupidity and ambition of its agents into small, compact, and 
energetic states. Thus Algiers and Tunis were only nominally 
parts of the empire, and the bond of vassalage attaching them 
to tlie empire was not in 1815 recognized by Europe. The Beys 
were real sovereigns. Tims, in Egypt, Meheinet Ali was really 
founding an ^independent monarchy, and his son, Ibrahim, was 
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already chosen as his successor. The ])rocess had even reached 
European Turkey, and, in Albania, Ali of Janina was endeavor- 
ing to accomplish the same thing. The military system of the 
empire, once the terror of Europe, was now in decay, both in 
discipline, in leadership, and in equipment. The main object 
for a century had been defense, and not offense, and even that 
was beyond the competence of the government. 

This empire rested on a fundamental principle which, in the 
nineteenth century, was to prove a source of great weakness. 
Difference of religious belief was made the basis of the state. 
The population was divided into two classes, the Mohammedans 
and those who were not Mohammedans. The government had 
never attempted to fuse the tw^o elements, but rather had always 
sliarply differentiated them. The Mohammedans were the ruling 
class, and they w^ere contemptuous of tlie others, to whom they 
apjffied the name ra3^ahs, that is, un])rotected herds destined 
only to serve. 

That part of the Ottoman Phnpire which laj^ in Europe was 
the smallest part by far, vet it has had the most eventful history 
and has furnished one of the most intricate and contentious 
j)roblems Phiro])ean statesmen have ever had to consider, the 
so-called Phistern Question. The Turks in their conquest of 
southeastern Phirope in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries had 
subdued manv different races; the Greeks, claiming descent 
from the Greeks of antiquity; tlie Roumanians, claiming descent 
from the Roman colonists of the empire; the Albanians, and 
various branches of the great Slavic race, the Serbs, Bulgarians,^ 
Bosnians, and Montenegrins. Full of contem])t for those whom 
they had conquered, the Turks made no attempt to assimilate 
them nor to fuse them into one body politic. Thej^ were satis- 
fied with reducing them to subjection, and with exploiting them. 
Thev left them in a kjnd of semi-independence as far as adminis- 
tration was conceriled, allowing them to retain their civil laws 
and their local magistrates. These subject peoples were per- 
mitted the free exercise of their religion which, for most of 
them, was the Greek form of Christianit}^, but the^- were despised. 

1 The B’ilgars, wliose name is perpetuated in that of tlie present Kingdom 
of Bulgaria, were not a Slavic people but a Turanian or Tatar, akin to the 
Magyars and Turks. Crossing to the south of the Danube in the second 
half of the seventh century, they conquered a Slavic people previously 
Settled there. But |jic same thing happened to them that happened to other 
barbarian invaders. They were assimilated by their subjects, whose language, 
niorcover, they adopted. In language, in religion, in sympathies and aspira- 
tions they are Slavs. 
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While they enjoyed certain privileges they possessed no rights. 
Their property might be confiscated, their lives taken in sonu' 
moment of anger or suspicion or cupidity on the part of theii* 
rulers. They were flocks to be sheared, rayahs, victims of a 
government that was arbitrary, rapacious, capricious, and un- 
restrained. These Christian ])eoples were effaced for several 
centuries beneath Mussulman oppression. They bore their ills 
with resignation as long as they thought it impossible to resist 
the oppression, yet they never acquiesced in their position. The 
Turks neither crushed nor conciliated. The subject peoples 
kept their own organizations which sometime might be used as 
weapons. There were two causes always present which might at 
any moment bring about a conflagration, race hatred and reli- 
gious animosit 3 ^ There were other forces, also, active from time 
to time, but these were always present and were alone sufficient 
to render the Turkish government insecure. The decay of the 
Ottoman Empire, the rise of Russia, and the vast fame of the 
French Revolution seemed to indicate that the time had come 
for revolt. The Serbs were the first to rise, — in 1804 under 
Kara-George, a swineherd. The Turks were driven from Serbia 
for a time, but thev regained it in 18U1. The Serbs again arose, 
and in 1820, Milosch Obrcnovitch, who had instigated the murder 
of Kara-George in 1817, and who thus became leader himself, 
secured from the Sultan the title of Prince of the Serbs of the 
Pashalik of Belgrade,” His policy henceforth was directed to 
the acquisition of complete autonomy for Serbia, This, after 
long negotiations and strongly supported by Russia, he achieved 
in 1830, when a decree of the Sultan bestowed upon him the 
title of ‘‘ Hereditary Prince of the Serbs.” Thus, after many 
years of war and negotiations, Serbia had ceased to be a mere 
Turkish province, and had become a })rincipality tributary to 
the Sultan, but autonomous, and with a .princely house ruling 
by right of heredity — the house of Obfenovitch which had 
succeeded in crushing the earlier house of Kara-Gcorge. This 
was the first state to arise in the nineteenth century out of the 
dismemberment of European Turkey. Its capital was Belgrade. 


THE GREEK WAR OF INDEPENDENCE , 

The next of these subject peoples to rise against the hated 
oppressor was the Greeks. The Greeks had Ifeen submerged by 
the Turkish flood but not destroyed. In the eighteenth and 
early nineteenth centuries they had experienced a great rein- 



SECEET SOCIETIES 


655 


vigoration of their racial and national consciousness. Their 
condition in, 1820 was better than it had been for centuries, their 
spirit was higher and less disposed to bend before Turkish arro- 
gance, their prosperity was greater. Tliere liad occurred in 
the eigliteenth century a remarkable intellectual revival, connected 
with the restoration and purification of the Greek language. 
The ancient language had become almost extinct for all practical 
purposes. It was used, indeed, by the clergy and by the learned, 
but the masses spoke it in a corrupted form, a dialect sadly 
mixed with all sorts of extraneous elements. Koracs, a Greek 
scholar, sought to purify the language of the peo})le so that it 
would be possible for modern (Treeks to read and understand 
the ancient classics, that thus all might be bound together intel- 
lectually by a sense of the common inheritance of a splendid 
intellectual past. He was remarkably successful so that it has 
been said that what Luther’s Bible did for Germany, Koraes’s 
editions of the classics, with their prefaces in modern Greek, 
have done for Greece. By this work the national conscious- 
ness of the ])eople was greatly stirred and vivified. This was 
shown graphically in the single fact that the Greeks ceased 
to call themselves Romans (Romaioi), as they had done for 
centuries, and began to call themselves Hellenes once more. 

As in Italy and Spain and Germany, disaffection with the 
existing state of things was fostered by secret societies. It 
was such a society, the Iletairia Philike, or association of friends, 
that began the Greek war of independence. This society was 
founded in 1814 after it had become clear that the Congress of 
Vienna would do nothing in behalf of the Christian subjects of 
Hie Sultan. Its object was the expulsion of the Turk from 
Europe, and the re-establisliment of the old Greek Eastern 
Empire, which had centuries before been overthrown by the 
invading Ottomans. The society relied upon gaining the support 
of Russia because of Russia’s evident interest in the downfall 
of the Turkish power as likely to contribute to her own aggran- 
dizement ; also because of religious sympathy. The Russians 
and tlie Greeks belonged to the same branch of Christians, and 
Russia looked upon herself, and was looked upon by others, as 
the natural defender of Greek Christians wherever they might be. 
The Ftetairia increased with great rapidity from 1814-1820 until 
it included most of the prominent Greeks whether they lived in 
the Morea, in the Danubian ])rovinces, in Constantinople, in 
Russia or elsewhere. By 1820 it was supposed to have about 
80,000 members. Many of the members of this association were 
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in the employ of the Tsar, a fact which gave great plausibility 
to its assertion that in the contest it was preparing it would 
•receive the military aid of Russia. The association collectec! 
considerable sums of money, bought weapons, and only waited 
the favorable moment for beginning an insurrection against 
the 'J\irks. 

'i'hus there was extensive preparation for the war whicli 
began in 1821, and lasted until the Greeks had achieved 
their independence in 1829. During the first six years, 
from 1821-1827, the Greeks fouglit alone against the Turks. 
This period was followed by a period of foreign intervention. 
The war was one of utter atrocity on both sides, a war of 
extermination, a war not limited to the armies. Each side, 
when victorious, murdered large numbers of non-combatants, 
men, women, and children. The Greek w^ar song, “ The Turk 
shall live no longer, neither in Morea nor in the whole earth,” 
shows the temper in which this people began its war of liberation. 
During the first few weeks they proved that this was intended 
to bo no mere lyric but grim reality. The Turks who did not 
take refuge in the garrison towns were murdered with their 
families. Tlie Turks immediately took their revenge. The 
Greeks in Constantinople were hunted down by the enraged 
Mohammedans, and on Easter Sunday, 1821, the Patriarcli or 
head of the Greek Church, a great and revered dignitary of 
eighty years, was hanged in his ecclesiastical robes in front of 
the Cathedral, and various bishops were also hanged. Nothing 
could have more horrified tlie members of the Greek Church, who 
looked upon the Patriarch as Catholics look upon the Pope. 
Nothing could have so surely deepened the ferocity of the con- 
flict. When the Greeks later took Tripolitza, hitherto the seat 
of Turkish government in the Morea, they rioted in fearful 
carnage for three days until few inhabitants were left alive, and 
a Greek leader could say that as he rode from the gateway to 
the citadel his horse’s hoofs never touclied the ground.” The 
Turks replied by the blood-curdling massacre of Chios, wliose 
inhabitants Imd long been favorably known for their culture, 
prosperity, and happiness. The statistics are but r^ough, but 
it is said that out of 90,000 inhabitants, 23,000 were massacred, 
and 43,000 sold as slaves. 

The war continued, ineffectually prosecuted by Turkey, which 
seemed at certain moments likely to crush the f e^els completely, 
only to fail to do so by its own incompetence. This period 
was made still more wretched by the inability of the Greeks to 
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work together harmoniously. Torn by violent factional quarrels, 
they were unable to gain any pronounced advantage. On the 
other hand, /I’urkey, unable to conquer by her own force, called 
upon the Pasha of Egypt, Mehemet Ali, for aid. This ruler had 
built up a strong, disciplined army, well-equipped and trained 
in European methods, a force far superior to any which the 
Sultan or the Greeks possessed. Under Ibrahim, the Pasha^s 
son, an Egyptian army of 11,000 landed in the Morea early in 
1825, and began a war of extermination. The Morea was 
rapidly conquered. The fall of Missolonghi, after a remarkable 
siege lasting about a year (April 1825- April 1826), with the 
loss of almost all the inhabitants, and the capture the following 
year of Athens and the Acropolis, seemed to have completed the 
subjugation of Greece. Few places remained to be seized. 

From the extremity of their misfortune the Greeks were 
rescued by the decision of foreign powers finally to intervene. 
The sympathy of cultivated people had, from the first, been 
aroused for the country which had given intellectual freedom 
and distinction to the world, this Mother of the Arts, which was 
now making an heroic and romantic struggle for an independent 
and worthy life of her own. Everywhere Philhellenic Societies 
were formed under this inspiration of the memories of Ancient 
Greece. These societies, founded in France, Germany, Switzer- 
land, England and the United States, sought to aid the insurgents 
by sending money, arms, and volunteers, and by bringing pressure 
to bear upon the governments to intervene. Many men from 
western Europe joined the Greek armies. The most illustrious 
of these was Lord Byron, who gave his life for the idea of a 
free Greece, dying of fever at Missolonghi in 1824. As Greek 
fortunes waned this movement became more vigorous. The new 
king of Bavaria, Louis I, sent money and numerous officers. In 
Prance, Lafayette, Chateaubriand and others worked passion- 
ately for the Greek eause. Money, soldiers, arms, clotJiing, were 
sent in abundance by these volunteer societies of the west. Yet 
all this would have been insufficient to rescue Greece had not the 
monarchs of Europe brought the immense authority and power 
of their governments to bear upon the problem. Year after 
year the governments liad refused to move. Metternich was no 
more a friend of revolution against the infidel Sultan than of 
revolution against the Holy Alliance. He wislied to leave the 
Christians of Turkey to their fate, to let this revolt burn itself 
out beyond trie pale of civilization.’’ Three or four hundred 
thousand individuals hanged, butchered, impaled down there. 
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hardly count/’ he is reported to have said, and for several years 
he was able to prevent the Greeks from receiving the^ aid of any 
foreign government. But the Greeks, by holding out against 
all odds, gave time for changes to occur in the attitude of other 
countries. 

England’s foreign policy finally came under the direction of 
Canning, a firm friend of liberty abroad. Canning was opposed 
to the principles of the Holy Alliance. He also believed in the 
ultimate achievement of Greek independence, and he preferred to 
have the Greeks friendly to England rather than hostile. He 
also wished the preservation of the Turkish Empire as a bulwark 
against Russia in Eastern affairs. He did not wish Russia to 
intervene alone, and help the Greeks to independence, thus there- 
after having the support of the new state. He was also influenced 
,by the fact that English bankers had made heavy loans to the 
Greeks. It would be wise for England to interfere and bring 
this tangled question ho a close favorable to her interests rather 
than to leave it to further hazard. 

In Russia there was a change of monarchs. Alexander I 
died in 1825, and was succeeded by Nicholas I. The new monarch 
did not consider himself bound to the policy of the Holy Alliance. 
As soon as he saw England likely to take a hand in the Eastern 
Question his interest was not to let her do it alone. Ought 
England to be permitted to prelunpt the favor of the Greeks 
which they had been only too willing all along to give to Russia? 
Nicholas was indignant at the prospect. Furthermore, the 
public opinion of Russia was overwhelmingly in favor of inter- 
vention to save the Greeks. The motive was not the same as 
in the western countries, — the desire to extend human liberty, — 
the memory of Ancient Greece. The motive witli the Russian 
masses was religious, a desire to prevent the Infidel of Constanti- 
nople from longer oppressing the members of the Orthodox 
Church to which they themselves belonged. ^ 

In France all parties, liberal and conservative, were united in 
favor of the Greeks, — the liberals because of the prospect of 
creating a new free state in Europe, and thus helping undermine 
the Holy Alliance, the royalists because they remembered the 
part the monarchy had played centuries before under Saint Louis 
in the Crusades against the infidels. Politicians also believed 
that here was a chance to raise the prestige of France in inter- 
national affairs by the humiliation of Austria- which would be 
one of the results. * 

Out of all these motives arose the Treaty of London of 1827. 
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By this treaty the three powers, England, Russia and France, 
on the ground that the conflict was of general concern owing to 
the injuries inflicted upon commerce, agreed to demand an 
armistice of Mahmud II and his consent to the erection of Greece 
as an autonomous state under Turkish sovereignty, to be there- 
fore practically in the same situation as Serbia, Yhe Sultan 
indignantly refused the armistice. The tliree admirals of the 
allied fleet presented an ultimatum to Ibrahim, whicli was rejected. 
The consequence was a naval battle at Navarino, October 20, 
1827, a battle which arose accidentally, but which ended in the 
destruction, of the Turko'-Eg 3 q>tian fleet. The issue of Navarino 
was not the independence of Greece. The Allies had not intended 
to fight a battle with Turkey, but only to force an armistice 
upon the combatants, and then to compel recognition of the 
autonomy of Greece under the suzerainty of the Sultan. The 
effect of the battle was greatly to encourage the Greeks, to 
delight the liberals throughout Europe, but to exasperate the 
Turks to a point where they lost all prudence. The Sultan 
demanded that the allied powers make ample reparation for the 
indignity and the damage which they had inflicted upon him 
while they pretended to be at peace. This was refused, though 
the new English ministry, Canning having recently died, shortly 
pronounced the battle of Navarino an ‘‘ untoward event.’’ The 
recriminations became so heated that the ambassadors of the 
Allies left Constantinople. The Allies could agree upon no 
definite policy immediately after Navarino. England refused 
reparation j'et regretted the incident because it seemed to her 
that by weakening the power of the Sultan she was playing 
directly into the hands of Russia, England’s policy was hesi- 
tating, cloudy, and unwise. She made no attempt to impose the 
Treaty of London, and let matters drift. ' 

Meanwhile, the Sultan, losing his self-control, called upon the 
faithful in a violeiic" manifesto to take part in a holy war. This 
manifesto named Russia as the cause of the whole insurrection, 
and was full of venom. Russia desired nothing better than a 
war with Turkey, whicli she forthwith declared April 26, 1828. " 
This Russo-Turkish war lasted over a year. In the first 
campaign the Russians were unsuccessful, but, redoubling their 
efforts, and under better leadership, they crossed the Balkans, 
and marcJied rapidly toward Constantinople. The French mean- 
while had sent /in army into the iVIorea, and had forced the 
Egyptian tro6ps to leave the country and sail for Egypt. The 
Sultan was obliged to yield and the Treaty of Adrianople was 
signed with Russia Se])tembcr 14, 1829. 
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As the outcome of this series of events Greece became a 
kingdom, entirely independent of Turkey, its independence 
guaranteed by the three powers, Russia, England, and France. 
Russia gained a slight increase of territory in Asia, none in 
Europe. The Danubian principalities, J^pldayia 
were znadc practically, though not nominally, independent. TIk^ 
Sultan’s power in Europe was therefore considerably reduced, 
in 1833, Otto, a lad of seventeen, second son of King Louis I of 
Bavaria, became the first King of Greece. A new Christian state 
had been created in southeastern Europe. 

THE CRIMEAN WAR 

Russia emerged from the Turkish war with increased prestige 
and power. It liad been lier campaign of 1829 tliat had brought 
the Sultan to terms. Greece had become independent, and was 
more grateful to her than to tlie other powers. Moldavia and 
Wallachia, still nominally a part of Turkey, were practically 
free of Turkish control, and Russian influence in them was 
henceforth paramount. Several years later Russia was em- 
boldened to attempt to extend her influence still further, and 
this attempt precipitated a reopening of the Eastern Question, 
and the first great European war since the fall of Napoleon I. 

Early in 1853 Nicholas I, of Russia, judging the moment 
opportune, suggested to the English Government that the Turkish 
Empire was about to fall, and that it would be well for England 
and Russia to agree on the disposal of the property. ‘‘ When 
we are agreed,” he said, I am quite without anxiety as to 
the rest of Europe; it is immaterial what others may think or 
do.” He referred to the Turkish Empire as a sick man, a very 
sick man. The collapse of the Empire he felt to be imminent. 
It would be wise for the two powers most interested to arrange 
the division of the estate at once. He suggeMed that the Euro- 
pean territories might be made into indejzendent states, over 
which presumably Russia would have control ; that England 
might have Egypt and the island of Crete, thus safeguarding her 
route to India; he himself disclaimed any idea of adding Con- 
stantinople to his dominions. The English Governmenf declined 
to enter into a consideration of the plan, and nothing came of 
this suggestion of the division of Turkey. 

For some time a quarrel had been going on #between France, 
Russia, and Turkey, concerning the control of the holy places ” 
in Palestine, places connected with the birth and life of Christy 
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and therefore of interest to Christians, particularly Roman 
Catholic and Greek, who were in the habit of making pilgrimages 
thither. This matter was finally arranged by negotiation, but 
the very day after the settlement of this dispute Russia peremp- 
torily put forth a new demand upon the Sultan, namely the 
right of protection over all Greek Christians living in the Turkish 
Empire, of whom there were several millions. The demand was 
loosely expressed and might possibly, if granted, grow into a 
constant right of intervention by Russia in the internal affairs 
of Turke}’^, that country consequently being reduced to a kind 
of vassalage to the former. This, at any rate, was the assertion 
of Turkey. The Sultan submitted this demand to the French 
and English Governments, which advised him to decline it. At 
once Russia sent troops into the Danubian Principalities, Mol- 
davia and Wallachia, Turkish provinces, in order to enforce the 
compliance of the Sultan (June 1853). The Sultan demanded 
that the Russians withdraw from the Principalities. The demand 
was rejected, and war therefore existed between the two powers, 
Russia and Turkey. Nicholas expected that the war would be 
limited to these two. In this he was shortly undeceived, for 
England and France, and later Piedmont, came to the support , 
of the Turks, and tlie first general European war since Napoleon’s 
fall began. Russia found herself at war ultimately with four 
powers instead of with one. 

Tlie motives that brought about this coalition against Russia 
are important. Englishmen looked upon Russia as a strong 
power trying to maltreat a weak one. They remembered that 
Russia had been the bulwark of conservatism in 1848 and 1849, 
that she liad intervened to put down the Hungarians, no subjects 
of hers, who had almost won their independence, IMany English- 
men were tired of the long peace and ready for a fight. War 
feeling was strong among both Conservatives and Liberals. 
Tiord Palmerston, ./"^prominent member of the Cabinet, desired 
war. A long-standing dread of Russian expansion into regions 
too near the route to India also influenced the opinion of English- 
men. Tlie Frencli Emperor, Napoleon III, was inclined to w^ar 
for several reasons, had a personal grudge against Nicholas 
I, who, f dreed to recognize him as Emperor in 1852, had sulkily 
addressed him at tliat time, not in the form usual among rulers, 
of My Brother,” but in the absurd plirase, in this case really 
insulting, of “ My dear Friend.” Moreover, the treaties of 
1815 were in the main still intact and were a striking memorial 
of the downfall of the Great Emperor. To destroy these treaties, 
and, if possible, to requite the humiliation of Mosjiow. would be 
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a sweet revenge, and to throw military glory over his newly and 
trickily won throne would be a manifest advantage and a real 
pleasure. Piedmont joined the coalition in 1855 'for reasons 
indicated above, hoping to win an influential friend for the 
nationalistic ambitions of Cavour. 

France and p]ngland joined Turkey in demanding the with- 
drawal of Russian troops from the Principalities. The demand 
was refused by the Tsar. The two powers then concluded a 
treaty with Turkey, promising military support, and engaging 
not to make a separate treaty. On Marcli 27> 1854, they 
d^JUired war upon Russia. 

The Turks meanwhile had been fighting the Russians in the 
region of the Danube. The French and English now joined them. 
After a confused campaign the Russians were defeated and forced 
back over the Danube, and, in June and July 1854, they withdrew 
entirely from the Principalities. The cause of the war was tJms 
removed. England and France had demanded the evacuation of 
the Principalities. They were now evacuated. But England 
and France had ulterior purposes, and consequently the wav 
continued. They desired to humiliate Russia, to w^eaken her 
decisively, to prevent her definitely from increasing her power in 
southeastern Europe. Thinking to do this most completely, 
they invaded the Crimea, a peninsula in southern Russia, jutting 
out into the Black Sea (September 1854). The importance of 
the Crimea lay in the fact that Russia had constructed there, 
at Sebastopol, a great naval arsenal, and that the Russian navy 
was there. To seize Sebastopol, to sink the fleet, would destroy 
Russia’s naval power for many years, and thus remove the 
weapon with which she could seriously menace Turkey. 

The siege of Sebastopol w^as the chief feature of the Crimean 
war. That siege lasted eleven months. Defended in a masterly 
fashion by Todleben, the Russian engineer, and the only military 
hero of the first order that the war develop^l, Sebastopol finally 
fell after a murderous bombardment on September 8, 1855. 
Parts of this campaign, subsidiary to the siege, w'ere the battles 
of the Alma, of Balaklava, rendered forever memorable by the 
splendid charges of the heavy and light brigades, and of Inker- 
mann, full of stirring and heroic incident. The Allits suffered 
fearfully from the weather, the bitter cold, the breakdown of the 
commissary department, and the shocking inefficiency of tlie 
medical and hospital service. These deficicnqiies were remedied 
in time, but only after a terrible loss of life.* The Russians 
suffered from the absence of roads and from the corruption of 
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officials, as well as from the weather. It took a month for 
soldiers to c,ome the hundred and twenty miles from the northern 
point of the Crimean peninsula to Sebastopol. Tens of thousands 
of soldiers perished on the march from the various Russian cities 
southward. 

Early in 1855 (March 2), Nicholas I died, bitterly dis- 
appointed at the failure of his plans. Throughout the summer 
of 1855 the state of Sebastopol grew steadily worse. The number 
of the killed was appalling, over a thousand a day. It was said 
by one of the victims of this siege “ that statesmen who make 
wars lightly should be taken to sec the hospital for incurable 
cases at Sebastopol.” During the last twenty-eight days of the 
siege over a million and a half of projectiles were thrown into 
the place. The French excavations were over fifty miles in 
length. The long agony drew to a close, and on September 8, 
1855, Sebastopol fell after a siege of 336 days, a siege which cost 
Russia probably 250,000 lives, and an expenditure far out of 
proportion to her resources. 

The war dragged on for some wrecks longer, but as most of 
the powers were anxious for peace, they agreed to enter the 
Congress of Paris, which met February 25, 185C, and which, 
after a month’s deliberation, signed the Treaty of Paris, March 
30, 1856. The treaty ])rovidcd tliat the Black Sea should Jience- 
f orth be n eutrali/ed, that it should not bo open to vessels oi war, 
evTnoT those countries bordering on it, Russia and Turkey, and 
that no arsenals should be established or maintained on its shores. 
Its waters were to be o])en to the merchant ships of every nation. 
Tl^mivigatio n o f the Uanuba was declared 

})roteetoratc over Moldavia, and Wallachia was abolished, and 
ilheji.werc declared independent under the suzeraintj" of the Porte. 
^Russia was pushed back from all contact with the Danube by 
the cession of a sniall part of Bessarabia to iMoldavia. The 
most important clause was that by which the ])owers admitted 
Turkey to the European Concert, from which she had been 
previously excluded, by M'hich the}" also recognized and guaran- 
teed the inde])enden<*e and territorial iiitegrity of that country, 
and renounced all claim on their part, separately or collectively, 
to intervene in her internal affairs. This action Avas taken, it 
Avas said, because the Sultan had, in his constant solicitude for 
the Avelfare of his subjects, issued a firman recording his generous 
intentions toAvards the Christian population of his Empire.” 
This treaty Avas signed by the representatwes of Turkey, Eng- 
land, France, Austria, Russia, Prussia, and Piedmont. 
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Thus closed a war which cost several hundred thousand lives. 
There was an uneasy feeling in governing circles after tlie war 
that little had been accomplished by tliis large and horrible ex- 
penditure, and that that little was not likely to endure. Future 
events justified this premonition. Just fourteen years later, 
during the Franco-German war, when Europe was powerless to 
prevent, Russia announced that she would no longer observe the 
provision concerning the neutrality of the Black Sea, and in 
1878 she recovered the strip of Bessarabia that gave her access 
to the lower courses of the Danube. The promise of the Sultan 
that the lot of his Christian subjects should be improved was 
ignored. Their condition became worse. And the guaranty of'^ 
the integrity of his empire, and the promise of the powers not 
to interfere in his domestic administration were to ring hollow 
twenty years later. The Sultan gained in importance from this 
war; the Fh'ench Emperor gained military glory and diplomatic 
prestige; the King of Piedmont was shortly to be amply repaid 
for his efforts by the aid of Napoleon III in his Italian policy. 
The Crimean war had this further result that, showing the 
inefficiency of the liussian government, it was a main cause of 
the wave of reform which swept over that country in the early 
years of the reign of Alexander II. As a solution of the Faistern 
Question the war was a flat failure. 

FROM THE TREATY OF PARIS TO THE TREATY 

OF BERLIN 

The Eastern Question was primarily that of the fate of Fairo- 
pean Turkey. Should that country be preserved intact or should 
it be dismembered ; if tlie latter, what should be the status of the 
part or parts taken from the Sultan? By the middle of the 
nineteenth century the solution of the question had not progressed 
far. The only ])art that had become indc^pendent was Greece, 
the founding of which kingdom has been traced. The Greeks, 
however, were not satisfied with their boundaries and cherished 
the fervent ambition that they might annex other parts of Turkey 
in which members of their race were living, and even entertained 
the hope of Constantino})le, the possession of which priceless posi- 
tion formed tlie very crux of tlie whole F^astern Question. Two 
other sections of European Turkey had almost attained state- 
hood, though they were still nominally provinces of Turkey: 
SfiiJbia and Moldayia-Wajlachia. Both aspireef to convert a 
semi-independence into complete independence. In Moldavia- 
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Wallachia a national spirit had been slowly growing up. The 
inhabitants, feeling that they were of the same stock, and ought 
to be thoroughly united, were growing accustomed to apply to 
themselves the single term, Roumanians. They were proud of 
their ancient origin, of their language, largely of Latin origin, 
and of their history. They felt that they were destined to be 
masters in their own house, not pawns to be used by Turkey or 
Russia. The impulse toward nationality, so striking and fruit- 
ful a characteristic of the century, moved them, as it was moving 
Italians and Germans. The Crimean war facilitated the realiza- 
tion of their ambitions. Though the Roumanians took no part 
in the war, they profited by it. By the Treaty of Paris„ all 
Russian rights of protection over the provinces were abolished, 
and though the Sultan still remained their sovereign he promised 
to grant an ‘‘ independent and national administration.” Eng- 
land and France wished to go a step further, and to recognize 
the two provinces as an entirely independent state of Roumania. 
There would be a manifest advantage in that such a state would 
constitute a buffer between Russia and Turkey, standing right 
athwart the way to Constantinople, which they believed Russia 
coveted. But Austria and Turkey blocked this suggestion for 
the time being. The powers decided, in 1858, in a conference 
held in Paris that, despite the wishes of the people for union, 
they should remain separate. There should be two princes or 
liospodars elected by representatives of the people, but invested 
with tlieir powers by the Sultan. Tliere should also be an as- 
sembly in each, but a kind of central committee should prepare 
legislation common to the United Princij)alities of Moldavia 
and Wallachia,” as they were officially called. This, of course, 
did not satisfy the inhabitants of the two Principalities, who 
felt that they were one in race and language and tradition, and 
ought to be one in fact. The Moldavians and Wallachians now 
proceeded to solve tiie matters to their taste, encouraged in this 
by Napoleon III, true to his favorite theory of nationalities. 
Each elected, early in 1859, the same man. Colonel Alexander 
Couza, as its ])rince. This double election accomplished the 
desired result. Thus the Principalities were united de facto. 
Austria was in no position to forbid this consummation as she 
was then involved in war in Italy. Later the two assemblies were 
merged into one, and in 1802 the Sultan recognized these changes. 
Thus' the Moldayians and Wallachians Iiad achieved their union, 
had assumed die name Roumania, and had chosen Bucharest as^ 
their ^capital. But it remained for them to attain complete 
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independence. They still paid tribute to the Sultan, from whom 
their prince received his investiture. The new ruler, Prince of 
Roumania,’’ a native of Moldavia, styled himself Alexander 
John I, but he was always known by his family name of Couza. 
He ruled seven years. They were years of great turbulence. 
The Prince Avas in constant conflict Avith the assembly, and ruled 
most of the time in defiance of Hie constitution. He alienated 
the influential classes of the clergy and nobility or great land- 
owners, tlic former by confiscating the property of the mon- 
asteries, an act later vetoed by the poAvers unless the clergy should 
be indemnified, and the latter by freeing the peasants from their 
feudal dues, and transferring most of the land to them on tlie 
condition that they pay for it in fifteen annual installments. 
This Avas a beneficial social reform, someAvhat resembling the 
liberation of the serfs in Russia. It created a class of about 
400,000 small proprietors. But, of course, it made the nobles 
his enemies. The masses, on tlie other hand, thus benefited, Avere 
offended by the tobacco monopoly which Couza introduced. A 
conspiracy was formed Avhich, in 1866, succeeded in forcing him 
to abdicate. Convinced by this experience that it Avas unAvise to 
raise one of their oAAm citizens to the position of ruler, the Rou- 
manians decided to call in a foreign ])rince. They chose a 
member of the Roman Catholic brancli of the Hohenzollern family 
who became Charles I of Roumania. This German prince, who 
Avas destined to rule until his death in 1914, Avas then tAvenly- 
seven years of age. He at once set to Avork to study the con- 
ditions of his newly adopted country, ably seconded in this by 
his wife, a German princess, Avhose literary gift was to win her 
a great reputation, and was to be used in the interest of Rou- 
mania. As “ Carmen Sylva ” she was the author of ])oems and 
stories, published a collection of Roumanian folklore, and en- 
couraged the national idea by shoAving her preference for the 
native Roumanian dress and for old Roumanian customs. 

Charles I Avas primarily a soldier, and the great Avork of the 
early years of his reign Avas to build up the army, as he believed 
it essential if Roumania was to be really inde])endent in her atti- 
tude toward Russia and Turkey. He increased the size of tlie 
army, equipped it with Prussian guns, and had it drilled by 
Prussian officers. The Avisdom of this was apparent when the 
Eastern Question was reoy)ened in 1875. The fact that shev 
possessed an army of the modern type enabled Rpumania to play 
an important part in the affairs of the Balkan perfinsula. 

In 1875 the Eastern Question entered once more upon an 
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acute phase. Movements began wliich were to have a profound 
effect upon the various sections of the peninsula. An insurrec- 
Vtion broke out in the summer of 1875 in Herzegovina^ a province 
west of Serbia. For years the peasantry had suffered under the 
grpss misrule of the Turks. Turkey, almost bankrupt, resorted 
to heavier taxation, especially of her Christian subjects. The 
oppression became so grinding and was accompanied by acts so 
barbarous and inhuman that the peasants finally rebelled. 
These peasants were Slavs, and as such were aided by Slavs 
from neighboring regions, Bosnia, Serbia, and Bulgaria. They 
\were made all the more bitter because they saw^ Slavs in Serbia 
comparatively contented, as tliey were largely self-governed. 
Why should not they themselves enjoy as good conditions as 
others? Religious and racial hatred of Christian and Slav 
against the infidel Turk flamed up throughout the peninsula. 
The Balkan peo])les also were stirred, as were so many others, 
by the sight of Italy achieving her independence on the basis of 
nationality. The Turks did not succeed in stam])ing out this 
dangerous movement at its commencement, encouraged as it w^as 
by the Slavs of Serbia, IMontenegro, and even Austria. Attempts 
were made by diplomacy to induce the Porte to make concessions 
sufficient to pacify the discontented Christians. The attempts^ 
failed, as the Christians ])laced no faith in Turkish promises 
and as the powers were not united in their demands, England 
rejecting the arrangement that seemed most likely to ensure 
peace by guaranteeing on the part of the powers the effective 
execution of the Sultan^s promise of reform. (Berlin Memo* 
randum, 1870.) 

]\Ieanwhile events occurred in Constantinople which greatly 
vcomplicated the situation. In March 1876, the Sultan, Abdul- 
'^vas deposed by a palace revolution, and his nephew put 
upon the throne as Murad JL The new Sultan was shortly 
found to be, or at least 'was declared to be, imbecile, and was 
deposed after a reign of three months. Thereupon his brother, 
vAbdul Hamid II, ascended the throne, a very resolute, subtle, 
and resourceful man. These rapid changes in Constantinople 
were due to a recrudescence of national and religious fanaticism 
in Turkey, to a feeling that Turkey should be for the Turks, 
that she should no longer be the sport of foreign powers, that 
she should control her own destinies without intervention. But 
the intervention ‘of the Christian powers was becoming more and 
more inevitable because of this very revival of racial and reli- 
gious fanaticism. They could not rest easy witnessing the 
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outrages committed upon tlieir co-religionists. And just at tins 
time those outrages attained a ferocity that shocked jail Europe. 

Early in 1876 the Christians in Bulgaria, a large province of. 
European Turkey, rose against the Turkish officials, killing 
some of them. The revenge taken by the Turks was of incredible 
:atro(nty. Pouring regular trobps and the ferocious irregulars 
called Bashi-Bazouks into the province, they butchered thou- 
sands wifh every refinement or coarseness of brutality. In the 
valley of the IMaritza all but fifteen of eighty villages weiv 
practically destroyed. An official report to the English govern- 
ment of what occurred at Batak, a town of about 7,000 inhabi- 
tants, indicates graphically the style adopted and pursued. A 
Turk named Achmet Agha was ordered to attack it. The 
inhabitants had a parley with Achmet who solemnly swore thal 
if they gave up their arms not a hair of their heads should be 
touched. The villagers believed Achmet’s oath and surrendered 
their arms, but this demand was follower! by another for all 
the money in the village, which, of course, had also to be acceded 
to. No sooner was the money given up than the Bashi-Bazouks 
set upon the people and slaughtered them like sheep. A large 
number of people, probably about one thousand or twelve hun- 
dred, took refuge in the church and churchyard, the latter being 
surrounded by a wall. The church itself is a solid building 
and resisted all the atteinpfs of the Bashi-Bazouks to burn it 
from the outside. They consequently fired in through the 
windows, and getting upon the roof tore off the tiles, and threw 
burning pieces of wood and rags dipped in j)etroleum among 
the mass of unhappy human beings inside. At last the door 
was forced in, the massacre completed, and the inside of the 
church burned. The spectacle wdiich the church and church- 
yard present must be secai to be described ; liardly a corpse 
has been buried. ... I visited this valley of the shadow of 
death on the 81st of July, more than two months and a half 
after the massacre, but still the stench was so overpowering that 
one could hardly force one’s way into the church. In the streets 
at every step lay remains rotting and sweltering in the summer 
sun. Just outside the village I counted more than sixty skulls 
in a little hollow. From the remains of female wearing apparel 
scattered about it is plain that many of the persons here mas- 
sacred were women.” ‘ This official estimated that in Batak 
alone the number of killed was about 5,000. 

The Bulgarian atrocities thrilled all Europe' with horror. 

1 Baring’s report. 
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Mr, Gladstone, emerging from retirement, denounced the un- 
speakable Turk ’’ in a flaming pamphlet called Bulgarian 
Horrors and the Question of the East.” He demanded that 
England cease to support a government that was an affront to 
the laws of God, and urged that the Turks be expelled from 
Europe bag and baggage.” The Disraeli ministry dared not 
lend its support in behalf of Turkey, as it would have liked to 
do, so vehement was public opinion. It did not, however, inter- 
vene in behalf of the oppressed Christians. 

Serbia and Montenegro, in duly, 187(5, declared war against 
Turkey, and the insuri*ection of the Bulgarians became general. 
The Russian people became intensely excited in their sympathy 
with their co-religionists and their fellow-Slavs. Thousands of 
Russian volunteers enrolled under the Serb flag. But the Turks 
were able to overcome their enemies by force of superior numbers. 
^Alexander II did not wish war, but on November 2, 1876, he 
said to the British ambassador that the present state of affairs 
in Turkey “ was intolerable, and unless Europe was prepared 
to act with firmness and energy, he should be obliged to act 
alone.” He would act, not for self-interest, but solely in the 
name of humanity. He had not the smallest wish or intention 
to be possessed of Constantinople.” Renewed attempts were t 
made to settle the whole trouble by diplomacy. These attempts, 
proved unsuccessful owing to the opposition of the Sultan, who' 
was dominated by reactionary forces, and who felt certain that! 
support would come from the west, })articularly from England, 
He remembered the Crimean war. 

Russia, tired of long drawn out and insincere negotiations, 
^declared war upon Turkey, April 24, 1877. She had as allies 
Roumania, which took occasion to proclaim its entire indepen- 
dence of Turkey (May 21, 1877), Serbia, and ]Montenegro. The 
vwar lasted until the close of January 1878. Crossing the 
Danube and pushing southward, the Russians gained some suc- 
cesses, and seized one of the passes through the Balkans. But 
the key to the campaign was the control of Plevna. This place, 
situated between the Danube and the Balkans, was the center 
of an extensive system of roads through Bulgaria. The Russians 
could not? safely pass south of the Balkans without controlling 
this strategic position. They had made the mistake of allowing 
the Turkish commander, Osman Pasha, to occupy and to fortify 
it. The Russians made three vigorous attempts to „carry_it by 
storm, but wtre repulsed with heavy losses (July- September 
1877). It was evident that Plevna could not be taken by assault 
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but only by regular siege. Todleben, who had distinguished 
himself greatly as the defender of Sebastopol in the Crimean 
war, was now placed in supreme command. By October 24th 
the investment was completed by an army numbering fully 
120,000 men. The siege was slow but was finally successful. 
On December 10th, Osman surrendered an army of 43,000 soldiers 
and seventy-seven guns. His defense had been very brilliant. 
He had detained for five months an army three times as large 
as his own. 

The backbone of Turkish resistance was thus broken. Tliougli 
it was mid-winter the Russians now poured tlirougli the passes 
of the Balkans, and marched rapidly toward Constantinople. 
On January 20, 1878, they entered Adrianople. The Sultan- 
sought peace, and on March 3rd the Treaty of San Stefano 
was concluded between Russia and Turkey. By this treaty the-' 
Porte recognized the complete independence of Sixbia, Mmite- 
negro, and R cmma nia. and made certain cessions of territory to 
the two former states. The main feature of the treaty con-'; 
cerned Bulgar ia, which was made a self-governing state, tribu- 
tary to the Sultan. Its frontiers were very liberally drawm. Its 
territory W'as to include nearly all of European Turkey, between v 
Roumania and Serbia to the north, and Greece to tlie south. 
,'Only a broken strip across the ])eninsula, from Constantinople 
west to the Adriatic, was to be left to Turkey. The new state 
therefore was to include not only Bulgaria proper, but Rounielia 
to the south and most of Macedonia. Mr. Gladstone’s desirej 
for the expulsion of the Turks from Europe ‘‘ bag and baggage '1 
was nearly realized. 

But this treaty was not destined to be carried out. It satis- 
fied no one excej)t the Russians and the Bulgarians. There was/' 
much opposition to it in the Balkan })eninsula itself. The Greeks ^ 
opposed it because it cut short the expansion they desired north- 
ward, particularly into Macedonia. The Serbs were opposedv^' 
for a similar reason, as they wished a part of this territory 
now adjudged to Bulgaria. Many Serbs lived in IVIacedonia. 
The Roumanians protested veliemently wlien they learned that,'^ 
in reward for their services to Russia at Plevna, they were to 
cede to Russia a part of their territory, Bessarabia, ^receiving 
an inferior compensation in the Dobrudscha, a region about the 
mouths of the Danube. But more important was the opposition 
of the powers of western Europe. They did ijpt wish to have 
the Eastern Question solved without their cons6nt. England''' 
particularly, fearing Russian expansion southward toward the 
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Mediterranean, and believing that Bulgaria and the other states 
would be merely tools of Russia, declared that the arrangements 
concerning ‘the peninsula must be determined by the great Euro- 
pean powers, that the Treaty of San Stefano must be submitted 
to a general congress on the ground that, according to the inter- 
national law of Europe, the Eastern Question could not be 
settled by one nation but only by the concert of powers, as 
vit affected them all, Austria joined the protest, wisihng a part 
of the spoils of Turkey for herself. Russia naturally objected 
to allowing those who had not fought to determine the outcome of 
her victory. But as the powers were insistent, particularly 
England, then under the Beaconsfield administration, and as she 
was in no position for further hostilities, slic yielded. The 
Congress of Berlin was held under the presidenc}^ of Bismarck, 
Beaconsfield himself re])resenting England. It drew up the 
Treaty of Berlin, which was signed July IJ, 1878. By this 
treaty Montenegro, Serbia, and Roumania were rendered com- 
pletely independent of Turkey. The Greater Bulgaria of the 
Treaty of San Stefano was divided into three main parts, Mace- 
donia, left as a part of Turkey under the direct authority of 
the Sultan, East ern Rou melia, as a part of Turkey, but to be 
autonomous and to have a Christian governor appointed by the 
Sultan, and l^i^lgaria. to be still nominally a y)art of Turkey, 
but to be autonomous, with a prince to be elected freely by the 
Bulgarians, the election, however, to be confirmed by the Sultan! 
Vwith the assent of the powers. The various powers were not 
thinking of Turkey in all this, nor of the hap])iness of the 
people who had long been oppressed by Turkey. They found 
the occasion convenient for taking various Turkish possessions 
for themselves. Austria was invited to occupy ” and admin- 
ister Bosnia and Herzegovina in the interest of the peace of 
Europe, Russia retained a part of Turkish Armenia, which she 
had conquered, and winch included Ardahan, Kars, and Batoum. 
The Congress also forced Roumania to cede Bessarabia to Russia 
and tp take the Dobrudscha as compensation. Tliis made Rou- 
niania the enemy of Russia, as the district ceded was peopled by 
Roumanians, not by Russians. The powers recommended that 
the Sultaii* cede T^g^sa lv and a part of Epirus to Greece, a 
recommendation only grudgingly complied with three years 
later. Before the meeting of the Congress, England had induced 
Turkey to permit^ her to occupy the island of CAqirus, and in 
return for this *shc undertook to guarantee the integrity of the 
Sultan’s remaining dominions in Asia. 
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As a result of this war, therefore, three Balkan states, long 
in the process of formation, Montenegro, Serbia, and lloumania, 
had become entirely independent of their former suzerain Turkey, 
and a new state, Bulgaria, had been called into existence, though 
still slightly subject to the Porte, and a new district. Eastern 
Roumelia, was assured a freer life, though denied union with 
Bulgaria. All this had been accomplished as a result of the 
intervention of Russia. 

The Treaty of Berlin was not a final solution of the Eastern 
Question. In one of its most important provisions it did not 
endure ten years. The device of separating the Bulgarians 
north of the Balkans from the Bulgarians south of the Balkans, 
in spite of the entire racial and spiritual unity of the two, and 
the wishes of the two, of attempting also to make the latter 
forget that they were Bulgarians by the childish device of calling 
their province Eastern Roumelia, endured precisely seven years. 
In 1885 the Bulgarians took matters into their own hands,, 
declared themselves united, and tore up this arrangement of tliC 
Congress of Berlin, and the powers were forced to look on in 
acquiescence. The other arrangement of leaving Macedonia in 
the hands of Turkey simply raised another question, the Macedo- 
nian, which from that day on was to be a source of constant 
uneasiness to Europe, a recurrent cause of alarm, frecjuently 
threatening a general conflagration. As far as humanitarian 
considerations were concerned this disposition of Macedonia was 
a colossal blunder. The Turks did not carry out the promised" 
reforms, and the condition of the peo])le would certainly have 
been greatly improved had Macedonia been a part of Bulgaria 
as provided by the Treaty of San Stefano. This determination 
of the fate of Macedonia, which was the essential difference be- 
tween the two treaties, was one wholly deplorable. Owing to the 
rival ambitions of the western powers jVIacedonian Christians were ' 
destined long to suffer an odious o])pression from which more 
fortunate Balkan Christians were free. 

On the other hand, the benefits assured by the Treaty of 
Berlin were great and unmistakable. Before the Russo-Turkish 
war the population of European Turkey was about seventeen or 
eighteen million. As a result of the Treaty of Berlin^ European 
Turkey was greatly reduced, and its population was only about 
six million. In other words eleven million ])eople or more had 
been emaniepated from Turkish control. This constituted an 
important partition of Turkey. Yet the powers had, in 1856, 
guaranteed the territorial integrity and the independence in 
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internal affairs of the Ottoman Empire, a guarantee as farcical 
as many others made in the course of the history of this 
Eastern Question, 


BULGARIA AFTER 1878 

The Treaty of Berlin, while it brouglit substantial advantages, 
did not bring peace to the Balkan peninsula. The history of 
the various states after 1878, both in internal affairs and in their 
foreign relations, was agitated, j^et, despite disturbances, con- 
siderable progress was made. 

Bulgaria, of which Europe knew hardly anything in 1876, 
was, In 1878, made an autonomous state, but it did not attain 
complete independence, as it was nominally a part of the Turk- 
ish Empire, to which it was to pay tribute. The new principality 
owed its existence to Russia, and for several years Russian 
influence predominated in it. It was started on its career by 
Russian officials. A constitution was drawn up establishing an 
assembly called the Sobranje. This assembly chose, as Prince 
of Bulgaria, Alexander of a young German of 

twenty-two, a relative of the Russian Imperial House, supposedly 
acceptable to the Tsar (April 1879). 

The Bulgarians were grateful to the Russians for their aid. 
They recognized those who remained after the war was over 
as having all the rights of Bulgarian citizens, among others the 
right to hold office. Russians held important positions in the 
Bulgarian ministry. Russians organized the military forces 
and became officers. Before long, however, friction developed, 
and gratitude gave way to indignation at the high-handed con- 
duct of the Russians, who plainly regarded Bulgaria as a sort 
of province or outpost of Russia, to be administered according 
to Russian ideas and interests. The Russian ministers were 
arrogant, and made it evident that they regarded the Tsar, 
not Prince Alexander, as their superior, whose wishes they were 
bound to execute. The Prince, the native army officers, and the 
people found their position increasingly humiliating. Finally, 
in 1888, the Russian ministers were virtually forced to resign, 
and the IVince now relied upon Bulgarian leaders. This caused 
an open breach with Russia, which was further widened bj^ the 
discovery of an unsuccessful Russian plot to kidnap Alexander. 

Meanwhile, th^ resentment of the Bulgarians of Eastern Rou- 
melia at their i^eparation from Bulgaria by the Treaty of Berlin 
steadily increased, and in 1885 a bloodless revolution was carried 
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through which destroyed this artificial arrangement* Tho 
people of that province expelled the representative of Turkish 
autliority, and expressed their enthusiastic desire for'union witli 
Bulgaria. Prince Alexander was forced to choose between the 
Russians, whom he knew to be o])posed to this aggrandizement 
of Bulgaria, and his own people and those of Eastern Roumclia, 
who were eager for the union. He chose the latter and became 
the “ Prince of the Two Bulgarias.” It was expected that inter- 
national complications would result, that Europe w^ould insist 
upon the observance of the Treaty of Berlin. But the moment 
for collective intervention was not ])ropitious, owing mainly to 
the extraordinarily tangled internal political conditions in vari- 
ous countries. Tlie wrath of Russia was great, and was shown 
in her recall of all Russian officers from the Bulgarian army, 
leaving the army demoralized in its leadership. Just at this 
moment, Serbia, claiming that the union of Eastern Roumelia 
and Bulgaria would overthrow the equilibrium of the Balkan 
states, jealous of the aggrandizement of her neighbor, and 
believing that her army was disorganized, and that the Euro- 
pean nations would chastise her for her action in regard to 
Eastern Roumelia, suddenly attacked her. Bulgaria took up 
the gauntlet, entliuslasm fired her army, and, crippled as she 
was, to the astonishment of Europe, she ex])elled the Serbs, 
severely defeated thorn, and invaded their own country only to 
be stopped by Aiisti'ia, which insisted upon a treaty between the 
combatants on the basis of the situation before the war (Treaty 
of Bucharest, March 3, 1886). Bulgaria gained no territory 
by this war, but she gained prestige. She stood before Euro])e 
in a new light, and the war really founded her unity. In the 
face of the unanimous desire of the people, it was seen to be 
futile to insist on the se])arateness of Roumelia, now swallowed 
up in Bulgaria. The powers ])rotcsted against this unification, 
and would not recognize the change, but' they refrained from 
doing anything further. 

Russia, however, incensed at the growing independence of the 
new state, which she looked upon as a mere satellite, resolved to 
read her a lesson in humility by organizing a conspiracy. The 
conspirators seized Prince Alexander in his bedroom i!i the dead 
of night, forced him to sign his abdication, and then carried 
him off to Russian soil. Alexander was detained in Russia a 
short time, until it was supposed that the Rj.issian party was 
thoroughly established in power in Bulgaria, when he was per- 
mitted to go to Austria. He was immediately recalled to Bui- 
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garia, returned to receive an immense ovation, and then, at the 
height of his popularity, in a moment of weakness, abdicated, 
apparently overwhelmed by the continued opposition of Russia 
(September 7, 1886). The situation was most critical. Two 
parties advocating opposite policies confronted each other; one 
pro-Russian, believing that Bulgaria should accept in place of 
Alexander any prince whom the Tsar should choose for her; 
the other national and independent, rallying to the cry of Bul- 
garia for the Bulgarians.” The latter sj)eedily secured control, 
fortunate in that it had a remarkable leader in the person of 
Stambuloff, a native, a son of an innkeeper, a man of extraordi- 
nary firmness, suppleness, and courage, vigorous and intelligent. 
Through him Russian efforts to regain control of the princi])alitw 
vwere foiled and a new ruler was secured, Prince F'erdinand of 
Saxe-Coburg, twenty-six years of age, who was elected unan- 
imously by the Sobran je, July 7, 1887. Russia protested against 
this action, and none of the great powers recognized Ferdinand. 

Stambuloff was the most forceful statesman developed in the 
history of the Balkan states. He succeeded in keeping Bulgaria 
self-dependent. During the earlier years of his rule Ferdinand 
relied upon him, and, indeed, owed to him his continuance on 
the throne. He won the ])retentious title of the Bulgarian 
Bismarck.” His methods resembled those of his Teutonic proto- 
type in more than one respect. For seven years he was ])racti- 
cally dictator of Bulgaria. Russian plots continued. He 
repressed them pitilessly. His one fundamental principle was 
Bulgaria for the Bulgarians. His rule was one of terror, of 
suppression of liberties, of unscrupulousness, directed to patri- 
otic ends. His object was to rid Bulgaria of Russian, as of 
Turkish control. Bulgaria under him increased in wealth and 
population. The army received a modern equipment, universal 
military service was instituted, commerce was encouraged, rail- 
roads were built, popular education begun, and the capital, 
Ijjpfia, a dirty, wretched Turkish village, made over into one of 
the attractive capitals of Europe. But Stambuloff made a 
multitude of enemies, and as a result he fell from power in 1894, 
In the fcjlowing year he was foully murdered in the streets of 
Sofia. But he had done hi,s work thoroughly^.^ajadL it. remaiiw 
tlie„ha§ii> of tlie life of Bulgaria to-day. The Turkish sovereignty 
was merely nominal, and even that was not destined to endure 
long. In March 1896 the election of Ferdinand as Prince was 
finally recognized by the great poAvere. The preceding years 
had been immensely significant. They had thoroughly consoli- 
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dated the unity of Bulgaria, had permitted her institutions to 
strike root, had accustomed her to independence of. action, to 
self-reliance. Those years, too, had been used for the enrich- 
ment of the national life with the agencies of the modern world, 
schools, railways, an army. Bulgaria had a population of 
about four million, a capital in Sofia, an area of about 38,000 
square miles. She aspired to annex Macedonia, where, however, 
she was to encounter many rivals. She only awaited a favorable 
opportunity to renounce her nominal connection with Turkey. 
The opportunity came in 1908. On October 5 of that year 
Bulgaria declared her independence, and her Prince assumed 
'the title of Tsar. 


ROUMANIA AND SERBIA AFTER 1878 

At the outbreak of tlie llusso-Turkish war in 1877, lloumania 
declared herself entirely independent of Turkey. This indepen- 
dence was recognized by the Sultan and the ])owers at the Con- 
gress of Berlin on condition that all citizens should enjoy legal 
equality, whatever their religion, a condition designed to protect 
the Jews, who were numerous, but who had previously been 
without political rights. 

In 1881 Roumania proclaimed herself a kingdom, and her 
prince henceforth styled himself King Charles I. The royal 
crown was made of steel from a Turkisli gun captured at Plevna, 
a perpetual reminder of what was her war of independence. 
Roumania proceeded to create an army on Prussian models of 
about 175,000 men, built railroads and highways, and, by agra- 
rian legislation, improved the condition of the peasantry. The 
population steadily increased, and in 1914 numbered about seven 
million and a half. The area of Roumania was about 53,000 
square miles. While mainly an agricultural! country, her indus- 
trial development had begun, and lier commerce was more impor- 
tant than that of any other Balkan state. Her government was 
a constitutional monarchy, with legislative chambers. The most 
important political questions in the years before the war was a 
demand for the reform of the electoral system, which *resembled 
the Prussian three-class system, and wdiich gave the direct vote 
to only a small fraction of the population. In 1907 the peasan- 
try rose in insurrection, demanding agrarian reforms. As more 
than four-fifths of the population lived upon thq land, and as 
the population had steadily increased, the holding of each 
peasant had ^correspondingly decreased. A military force of 
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140,000 men was needed to quell the revolt. After having 
restored order, the ministry introduced and carried various 
measures intended to bring relief to the peasants from their 
severest burdens. 

Serbia, also, was recognized as independent by the Berlin 
Treaty in 1878. She proclaimed herself a kingdom in 1882. 
For many years she had a turbulent history. In 1885 she 
declared war against Bulgaria, as has been stated, only to be 
unexpectedly and badly defeated. The financial policy was 
deplorable. In seven years the debt increased from seven million 
to three hundred and twelve million francs. The scandals of the 
private life of King Milan utterly discredited the monarchy. He 
was forced to abdicate in 1889, and was succeeded by his twelve- 
year-old son, Alexander I, who was brutally murdered in 1903 
with his wife, Queen Draga, in a midnight palace revolution, and 
the new occupant of the throne, Peter I, found his position for 
several years most unstable. IVter I was of the house of Kara- 
Geprge, which had ended its century-long feud with the house 
of dbrenovitch by exterminating the latter in the murders of 
1903. While some progress was made along economic and edu- 
cational lines, the condition of the country was far from satis- 
factory. A new and important cha])tcr in the history of Serbia 
began with the Balkan War of 1912. 

GREECE AFTER 1833 

In January 1833, Otto, second son of Louis I, the King of 
Bavaria, became King of Greece, a country of great poverty, 
with a population of about 750,000, unaccustomed to the reign 
of law^ and order usual in wx'stcrn Europe. The kingdom was 
small, with unsatisfactory boundaries, lacking Thessaly, which 
was peopled entirely by Greeks. The country had been devas- 
tated by a long and unusually sanguinary war. Internal con- 
ditions were anarchic. Brigandage was rife; the debt was large. 
The problem was, how to make out of such unpromising materials 
a prosperous and progressive state. 

King Otto reigned from 1833 to 1862. He was aided in his 
governmAit by many Bavarians, who filled important positions 
in the army and the civil service. This German influence was 
a primary cause of the unpopularity of the new regime. The 
beginnings were made, however, in the construction of a healthy 
national life. ’ Athens was made the capital, and a university 
Was established there. A police system was organized; a na- 
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tional bank created. In 1844 Otto was forced to consent to 
the conversion of his absolute monarchy into a constitutional 
one. A parliament with two chambers, the Deputies being 
chosen by universal suffrage, was instituted. The political 
education of the Greeks then began. 

From the reopening of the Eastern Question by the Crimean 
war Greece hoped to profit by the enlargement of her boundaries. 
The great powers, however, thought otherwise, and forced her 
to remain quiet. Because the Government did not defy Europe 
and insist upon her rights, wdiich would have been an insane 
proceeding, it became very unpopular. For this reason, as 
well as for despotic tendencies, Otto was driven from power in 
1862 by an insurrection, and left Greece, never to return. 

A new king was secured in the person of a Danish prince, who 
became George I, in 1863, and who ruled until his death in 1913. 
That his popularity might be strengthened at the very outset, 
England in 1864 coded to tlie kingdom the Ionian Islands, which 
she had held since 1815. This was the first enlargement of the 
kingdom since its foundation. A new constitution was estab- 
lished (1864) whicli abolished the Senate and left all parlia- 
mentary power in the hands of a single assembly, the Boule, 
elected by universal suffrage, and consisting of 192 members, 
with a four-year term. Political parties have been little more 
than personal or local coteries, struggling for office as a means 
of livelihood. In 1881, mainly through the exertions of Eng-/ 
land, the Sultan was induced to cede Thessaly to Greece, and 
thus a second enlargement of territory occurred. This was in 
accordance with the promise of the Congress of Berlin that the 
Greek frontier should be rectified.” 

In 1897 Greece declared war against Turkey, aiming at the- 
annexation of Crete, which had risen in insurrection against 
Turkey. Greece was easily defeated, and^ was forced to cede 
certain parts of Thessaly to Turkey and give up the project 
of the annexation of Crete. After long negotiations among the 
powers, the latter island was made autonomous under the suze- 
rainty of the Sultan, and under the direct administration of 
Prince George, a son of the King of Greece, who remained in 
power until 1906. A new problem, the Cretan, was thus pushed 
into the foreground of Greek politics, for the Cretans desired 
incorporation in the -kingdom of Greece and would not rest 
content with anything less. This, however, tke powers would 
not at the time permit. * 

Greece was not in sound financial condition. Her debt was 
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very large, having grown owing to armaments, the building of 
railroads, ijnd the digging of canals. The country, however, 
advanced in population and much was accomplished in the direc- 
tion of popular education. Her parliamentary history has been 
troubled by incessant factional disputes. During the reign of 
George I there were over fifty ministries. More Greeks lived 
outside the Greek kingdom than lived within it. They consti- 
tuted Grecia Irredenta, which all Greek patriots aspired to 
redeem. 

None of these Balkan states was satisfied with its existing 
boundaries. Roumania wished to include in the kingdom the 
Roumanians of Russian Bessarabia, and of eastern Hungary. 
The Serbs dreamed of a Greater Serbia, to include those of their 
race in Bosnia and Herzegovina and southern Hungary. Bul- 
garians desired tlie annexation of parts of Macedonia, or all of 
it. The Greeks desired iMacedonia and Crete. They dreamed 
of a Greater Greece, dominating the yEgean. 

Serb, Bulgarian, and Greek rivalries met in the plains of 
Macedonia, whicli each country coveted, and which was inhabited 
by representatives of all these peoples hopelessly intermixed. 
The problem of Macedonia was further complicated by the 
rivalry of the great powers, and by the revolution which broke 
out in Turkey itself in 1908. 

REVOLUTION IN TURKEY 

The Eastern Question entered upon a new and startling phase 
dn the summer of 1908. In July a swift, sweeping, and pacific 
revolution occurred in Turkey. The Young Turks, a liberal, 
revolutionary, constitutional party, imbued, it was supposed, with 
the political principles of western Europe, seized control of the 
government, to the 4 *omplete surprise of the diplomatists and 
■^'public of Plurope. This party consisted of those who had been 
driven from Turkey by the despotism of the Sultan, Abdul 
Hamid H, and were resident abroad, chiefly in Paris, and of 
those who, still living in Turkey, dissembled their opinions and 
were able^ to escape expulsion. Its members desired the over- 
tlirow of the despotic, corrupt, and inefficient government, and 
the creation in its place of a modern liberal system, capable, by 
varied and thoroughgoing reforms, of ranging Turkey among 
progressive nations. Weaving their conspiracy in silence and 
with remarkal)le adroitness, they succeeded in drawing into it 
the Turkish army, hitherto the solid bulwark of the Sultan’s 
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power. Then, at the ripe moment, the army refused to obey the 
Sultanas orders, and the conspirators demanded peremptorily by 
telegraph that the Sultan restore the Constitution of 1876, a 
constitution granted by the Sultan in that year merely to enable 
him to weather a crisis, and which, having quickly served the 
purpose, had been immediately suspended and had remained sus- 
pended ever since. The Sultan, seeing the ominous defection of 
the army, complied at once with the demands of the Young 
Turks, restored ’’ on July 24th the Constitution of 1876, and 
ordered elections for a parliament, which should meet in No- 
vember. Thus an odious tyranny was instantly swept away. It 
was a veritable coup d’etat, this time effected, not by some would- 
be autocrat, but by the army, usually the chief support of 
despotism or of the authority of the monarch, now, apparently, 
the chief instrument for the achievement of freedom for the 
democracy. This military revolution, completely successful and 
almost bloodless, was received with incredible enthusiasm through- 
out the entire breadth of the Sultan’s dominions. Insurgents 
and soldiers, iMoharnmedans and Christians, Greeks, Serbs, Bul-i 
garians, Albanians, Armenians, Turks, all joined in jubilant 
celebrations of the release from intolerable conditions. The 
most astonishing feature was the complete subsidence of the 
racial and religious hatreds which had hitherto torn and ravaged 
the Empire from end to end. The revolution proved to be the 
most fraternal movement in modern history. Picturesque and 
memorable were the scenes of universal reconciliation. The case 
and suddenness with which this astounding change was effected 
proved the universality of the detestation of the I’cign and 
methods of Abdul Hamid II throughout all his provinces and 
among all his peoples. 

Was this the beginning of a new era or was it the beginning 
of the end of the Turkish Empire? It wiff be more convenient 
to examine this question a little later. 
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RUSSIA TO THE WAR WITH JAPAN 
THE REIGN OF ALEXANDER I 

Russia in 1815 was the largest state in Europe, and was a 
still larger Asiatic empire. It extended in unbroken stretch 
from the German Confederation to the Pacific Ocean. Its 
population was about 45,000,000. Its European territory 
covered about 2,000,000 square miles. It was inhabited by a 
variety of races, but the principal one was the Slavic. Though 
there were many religions, the religion of the court and of more 
than tw'o-thirds of the population was the so-called Greek 
Orthodox form of Christianity. Though various languages were 
spoken, Russian was the chief one. The Russians had conquered 
many peoples in various directions. A considerable part of the 
former Kingdom of Poland had been acquired in the three parti- 
tions at the close of the eighteenth century, and more in 1815. 
Here the people spoke a difi’erent language, the Polish, and 
adhered to a different religion, the Roman Catholic. In the 
Baltic provinces, Esthonia, Livonia, and Courland, the upper 
class w^as of German origin and spoke the German language, 
while the mass of peasants were Finns and liithuanians, speak- 
ing different tongues. All the inhabitants were liUtherans. 
Finland had recently been concjuered from Sweden. The lan- 
guages spoken there were Swedish and Finnish, and tlie religion 
was Lutheran. To the east and south were jieoples of Asiatic 
origin, many of them Mohammedans in religion. There w^ere in 
certain sections considerable bodies of Jew^s. 

All these dissimilar elements were bound together by their 
allegiance to the sovereign, the Tsar, a monarch of absolute, 
unlimited power. There were tw^o classes of society in Russia — 
the nobility and the peasantry. The large majority of the 
latter were serfs of the Tsar and the nobility. The nobility 
numbered about 140,000 families. Some of the nobles were very 
H^ealthy. It is estimated that 1,500 of them possessed more than, 
a thousand serfs each, that 2,000 others possessed over five 
hundred each, while 17,000 possessed more than two hundred 
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each. But more than four-fifths of them, that is, about 120,000, 
were quite poor, with only a few serfs each. The nobles secured 
offices ill the army and the civil service. They were exempt from 
many taxes, and enjoyed certain monopolies. Their power over 
their serfs was extensive and despotic. They enforced obedience 
to tlieir orders by the knout and by banishment to Siberia. Tlie 
middle class of well-to-do and educated bourgeois, increasingly 
important in the other countries of Europe, practically did not 
exist in Russia. Russia was an agricultural country, whose 
agriculture, moreover, was very primitive and inefficient. It 
was a nation of serfs and of peasants little better off than the 
serfs. This class was wretched, uneducated, indolent, prone to 
drink excessively. In the ‘‘ mir,” or village community, however, 
it possessed a rudimentary form of communism and limited 
self-government . 

Over this vast and ill-equipped nation ruled the Autocrat of 
All the Russias, or Tsar, an absolute monarch, whose decisions, 
expressed in the form of ukases or decrees, were the law of the 
land. The ruler in 1815 was Alexander I, a man thirty-eight 
years of age. Ascending tlie throne in 1801, he played a com- 
manding role in the later Napoleonic era. Under him Russia 
took a leading part in the politics and wars of Europe. Allied 
with Napoleon in 1807, he broke away from turn in 1811, and 
from that time was his constant and })owerful foe. In early 
life he had had as tutor Colonel Laharpe, a Swiss, who inspired 
principles of liberalism and humanitarianism in the mind of his 
quick and receptive pupil. For several years after his accession 
he followed a progressive and reforming policy. The times, 
however, were not propitious for any sweeping changes. From 
1805 to 1815 Russia was almost incessantly at w^ar, and it is 
estimated that she lost in these wars nearly a million and a 
quarter of men, most of whom died from iickriess or the priva- 
tions of w^ar, rather than in battle. The national debt and the 
burden of taxation had necessarily been immensely augmentt^l. 
Moreover, blocking the w^ay of reform was an administrative^ 
service thoroughly honeycombed with corruption, so that even 
the official historian of the period after 1815 could only say, 
‘^Everything was corrupt, everything unjust, everything dis- 
honest.” Such conditions constituted a serious restraint upon 
the initiative and work of the ruler. 

In 1815 Alexander I stood forth as the most liberal sovereign 
on any of the great thrones of Europe. In the reorganization 
of Europe in 1814 and 1815 he was, on the whole, a liberal force. 
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He it was who insisted upon reasonably generous terms to 
France, on the part of the victorious allies ; who insisted that 
Louis XVIIl should grant constitutional liberties to the French\ 
people ; who, at the Congress of Vienna, favored, though inef-! 
fectually, the aspirations of the German people for a larger, 
political life. 

He showed his liberal tendencies even more unmistakably in 
his l\)lish policy. He succeeded at the Congress of Vienna in 
securing most of the Grand Duchy of Warsaw, which he now 
transformed into the Kingdom of Poland. This was a state of 
;LO()0,000 inhabitants, with an area less than one-sixth the size 
of the former Polish kingdom, but containing the Polish capital, 
Warsaw. This was henceforth to be an independent kingdom, 
not a part of Russia. The only connection between the two 
was in the person of the ruler. The Tsar of Russia was to be 
King of Poland. Alexander intended to make this revived, 
though inconi})lete, Poland, a constitutional state. He granted 
a constitution in 1815, which created a Diet of tAVo chambers, 
to meet every two years, and to have the power to make laws 
and to examine the budget. He granted liberty of the press 
and of religion. The Polish language was to be the official 
language in the administration and in the army. Poland 
enjoyed freer institutions at this moment than did either Prussia 
or Austria. The franchise was wider than that of England or 
France. Apparently, also, Alexander considered his Polish ex-^ 
periment as preliminary to an introduction of similar reforms in 
Russia also. 

Returning to Russia from Warsaw, Alexander showed in many 
ways his desire to be a progressive and beneficent ruler. He 
thought much on what was long the fundamental problem of 
Russia, the cmancij)ation of the serfs. There were 16, 000, 000 
peasants on the vast, domains that belonged to the Crown alone. 
The condition of these he sought to irnproAT. But the general 
problem was so vast, his own will so unsteady, that it was solved 
neither by him nor by his successor. It was, however, a fact of 
importance that a Tsar had conspicuously indicated that this 
was the great national evil, which must be removed before Russia 
could become cither free or progressive. The Emperor’s opinion 
could not fail to have a formative influence. Alexander devoted 
his attention also to healing the wounds and repairing the waste 
of the long war j. His activitv Avas incessant and varied. He 
endeaA'orecl to' make the administration efficient, and to hunt out 
and punish corruption, which had flourished abundantly during 
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his long absences and his jDreoccupation with foreign affairs and 
war, but his success was slight. Prison reform was undertaken. 
Hospitals and asylums received generous support. That famine 
might be avoided, in a country where transportation was very 
difl5cult owing to poor roads, he gave orders for the establish- 
ment in every district of magazines of corn. He encouraged 
foreign commerce. 

In foreign policy, also, Alexander threw his influence on the 
side of liberalism, in France, in Germany, in Italy, even in Spain; 
supporting througli his agents in those countries those who wished 
constitutional forms of government. Consequently, for some 
time, he was the main obstacle in tlie path of Metternich, tlie 
apostle of reaction. As Metternich, however, possessed the 
stronger character, and as Alexander was easily discouraged, the 
result of their rivalry was ultimately the triumph of the former. 
Metternich had exercised little influence over Alexander at the 
Congress of Vienna in 1814-1815, but tliree years later, at the 
Congress of Aix-la-Chapelle, he ceaselessly played upon the 
Emperor’s essentially timid nature, pointing out the significance 
, of liberalism, how it ended in anarchy, the loss of respect of all 
human authority, how in the interest of civilization it must be 
stamped out. Illustrations were forthcoming to point the argu- 
ment ; the election of Radicals to the French Chamber of Deputies ; 
the actions of the German students; the murder of Kotzebue, 
one of the Tsar’s own agents ; the mutiny of one of the St. Peters- 
burg regiments ; the spread of secret societies. The Tsar w^as 
won to a policy of repression, and his support was after 1818 
the main bulwark of Metternich’s policy of intervention, w4iich 
j expressed itself in the various congresses and which made the 
I name of the Holy Alliance a by-word among liberals. Events 
at home further altered the Tsar’s domestic policy. He became 
disappointed over the failure of his attempts to give Poland con- 
stitutional liberty. Those attempts were alw^ays unpopular in 
Russia. Why should Poland, the old and dangerous enemy, be 
favored by generous concessions not awarded to Russia herself? 
Would not such liberty be used simply to build up the former 
nation to the detriment of Russia? Russian absolutists and 
reactionaries were opposed on principle to all constitutions, and 
feared that the Tsar’s experiment might bo a step toward the 
introduction of a constitutional regime in Russia itself. The 
actions of the Poles served this party well, for they took their 
liberties seriously, and the Diet criticised freely' the proposals 
of the Government. The Tsar, feeling that those whom he had 
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favored were ungrateful, and swinging to the conservative side 
in general, began to cool. The Diet re jected in ^820 a measure 
submitted by the Government. Alexander then modified the con- 
stitution, and restricted the freedom he had granted by excluding 
the public from the sessions of the Diet and forbidding the 
publication of its debates. The liberal period of a brief five 
years was soon over. 

The Poles replied by conspiring. Profoundly depressed by 
what he regarded as tlie ingratitude of the world, and skilfully 
terrified by Mettcrnich’s analysis of the unrest of the times, 
Alexander became more and more reactionary, and when he died, 
on December 1, 1825, he left an administration dominated by a 
totally different spirit from that whicli liad prevailed in the 
earlier years. The period from 1820 to 1825 was one of reaction 
and repression througliout his dominions. 


THE REIGN OF NICHOLAS I 

Alexander left no son to succeed him. His nearest heir was 
his brother Constantine, who, however, had secretly renounced 
the crown. Alexander had designated his younger brother, 
Nicholas, as his successor. The documents, however, making this 
disposition had never been published. The result was confusion 
and uncertainty for some weeks. Nicholas refused to mount 
the throne, and took the oath of allegiance to Constantine. 
Some days elapsed before Constantine renounced his rights 
publicly. The opportunity was seized by many malcontents and 
by the secret societies which had grown up under Alexander. 
They attempted to effect a revolution, whose precise aim was not 
clear. This was finally put down by bloodshed in the streets of 
St. Petersburg. Punishment was meted out to the ringleaders 
with great severity. Several were hanged, others were banished 
to the Ural mines or to Siberia. This revolt of December (1825) 
only strengthened the hold of absolutism upon Russia by deepen- 
ing the hostility of tlie new ruler to all liberalism, associated in 
his mind with disloyalty and anarchy. 

Nicholas t was in his thirtietli year at the time of his acces- 
sion. His reign covered a generation, 1825—1855, and was 
eventful. His training had not been in politics or administra- 
tion, but in the army. His mind w^as practical, narrow, rigid, 
and exceedingly^ conservative. He sought to eradicate abuses 
wherever he discovered them, but in so vast and centralized yet 
ill-compacted an empire it was impossible for the Emperor to 
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control effectively tlic details of the government. His policy 
was uncompromisingly absolutistic, both at home and abroad. 
He was the great bulwark of monarchical authority in Europe 
for thirty years. He carried out systematically and persistently 
that scheme of reaction into which Alexander had drifted during 
the closing years of his reign. He sought to give an entirely 
Russian tone to every aspect of Russian life. His predecessors 
since Peter the Great had sought Russia’s advancement in imita- 
tion of western Europe, in the introduction of western customs 
and ideals and institutions. Nicholas planted himself right 
athwai’t this traditional tendency. Russia must be self-sufficient ; 
must find within herself the fundamental, active principles of 
her life. 

For thirty years a system of remorseless, undeviating repres- 
sion was steadily carried out. The two principal instrumcjits 
employed were the secret police and the censorshi]). The former, 
under the name of the Tliird Section, possessed practically 
unlimited powers of life and death, could arrest, imprison, exile, 
or execute without let or hindrance. The censorship was elabo- 
rately and minutely organized, and was most effective in stamp- 
ing out freedom of the press and of speech, though making itself 
ridiculous by the senseless zeal wdth which it pursued its woi’k. 
Musical notes were investigated on the ground that consj)irators 
might be using them as ciphers for malevolent pur])oses. It was 
decreed that books on anatomy and physiology should contain 
nothing that could offend the sense of decency. Punishments 
were of great severity. The most harmless word miglit mean 
exile to Siberia, without any kind of preliminary trial. 1'lie 
rigor of this regime increased as the reign wore on. rivet 

it still tighter, that vigilance should never sle(‘p, a committee was 
appointed in 1848 to watch over the censors, and later another 
committee to watch over the first. It has been estimated that in 
the twenty years between 1882 and 185^2 probably 150,000 
persons were exiled to Siberia, suffering fearful hardships on the 
way and after arrival, condemned, as they generally wx're, to 
work in the mines. In addition, tens of thousands languished in 
the prisons of Russia. 

Needless to say, under such a system no such thing*as a free 
press or a free reading public could possibly exist. In 1848 
all the Russian journals combined did not have more than 
12,000 subscribers. That Russians might not J:^c contaminated 
by the pernicious liberal ideas of the west, thenr •travel abroad 
was greatly restricted by a system of passports. These pass- 
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ports were expensive, and were only granted on the consent of 
the sovereign, and then only for a maximum period of five years. 
Any one outstaying the time permitted might have his property 
in Russia confiscated. On the other hand, the travel in Russia 
of foreigners was elaborately discouraged. Such travelers must 
obtain passports from the Russian government, must explain 
why they were visiting that country, and during their entire 
sojourn were under police surveillance. 

Foreign literature of a liberal nature was rigorously excluded. 
While Nicholas I encouraged Russian literature in ithc forms 
that seemed harmless, while his reign was called the Augustan 
age of Russia,” rendered notable by the poetry of Pushkin, the 
novels of Dostoievski, Turgenietf, and Gogol, while he encouraged 
research in lines which he considered legitimate, and showed his 
liumanitarianism by abolishing ca])ital punishment, except foif 
high treason, at a time when the Knglish ])cnal code was bar- 
l)arous in its severity, and while he encouraged the building of 
railways, so that at tlie time of his death there were G32 miles in 
()[)eration, his reign was, on the whole, one of repression and 
national stagnation. As we have seen, Russia was as com- 
pletely as possible shut off from the outside world. No attempt 
was riiade even to connect tlie railwaj^s with the systems of western 
Europe. In later years, regarding educational institutions as 
‘‘ hotbeds of revolution,” the Emj)cror limited the number of stu- 
dents at an}" Russian university, with the exception of those pur- 
suing courses in medicine, to three hundred. The result was that 
in 185»‘3, in a country whose population was about 70,000,000, 
there were only about 2,900 students. Religious persecution ac- 
companied j)olitical and intellectual. Any one renouncing the 
Orthodox religion was punished with loss of property and with 
eight to ten years of liard labor. Any one attempting to convert 
an Orthodox believer, was imprisoned from eight to sixteen 
months, and, for the third offense, was cxile(l to Siberia. 
Nicholas, like his predecessor, was alive to the evils of serfdom, 
and during his reign six committees were ap})ointcd to study the 
problem, but almost nothing was accomplished. I do not 
understand,” he once said, speaking as the first nobleman in 
Russia,” how man came to be a thing, and I can explain the 
lact only by deception on one side and ignorance on the other. 
We must make an end to this. It is better we should give 
of our own account, that which might otherwise be wrested 
from us.” * 

Nicholas’s foreign policy was marked by the same char- 
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acteristics, and made him hated throughout Europe as the 
most brutal autocrat of Europe. Nicholas suppressed the Polish 
insurrection of 1830—31, abolished the constitution granted by 
Alexander I, and incorporated Poland in Russia, thus ending the 
history of that kingdom, a history of only fifteen years. He 
waged two wars against Turkey, previously described, one in 
1828-9, and one in 1853-5. He interfered decisively to suppress 
the Hungarian revolutionists in 1849, and in German affairs he 
was a factor of importance. His prestige was great after 1849. 
Russia, alone of the great powers, had passed through the 
turbulent years of 1848 and 1849 without commotion. She had 
aided in the restoration of the establislied order elsewhere. Her 
army, on which nearly forty per cent, of her income was annually 
expended, was supposed by Nicholas and by many outside of 
Russia to be the best in Euro])e. The Crimean war, in whicli 
Nicholas became involved in 1854, proved the hollowness of this 
claim. That war was an overwhelming and disillusioning defeat 
for Russia, Sebastopol finally fell after a famous siege. Russia 
had lost more than 250,000 lives, and had incurred an enormous 
expenditure. Another campaign and the Emj)ire miglit dis- 
solve into the elements from wdiich it had been created. The 
prestige of Russia, so overwhelming since Napoleon’s flight from 
Moscow, was completely shattered. The people had acquiesced 
in the narrow^, iron regime of Nicholas, consoling themselves w itli 
the belief that their country was tlie greatest in Europe, that 
their army was invincible, that their sovereign was the most 
powerful monarch on the Continent. The falsity of all this was 
now apparent. The Government Avas shown to be as incompetent 
and impotent as it was reactionary. Tlie military organization 
was clearly as honeycombed Avith abuses as the civil. Though 
the soldiers Avere brave, the generals Av^ere incapable, the officials 
corrupt, the commissary department a fioy of endless robbery. 

But in this great national humiliation lay the best hope of the 
future. As Prussia arose and reformed her institutions after 
Jena, so did Russia after the Crimean War. That Avar is a land- 
mark in her history, as it inaugurated a period of extensive 
reorganization and improvement. 

THE REIGN OF ALEXANDER II 

Nicholas died in 1855, and was succeeded by his son, Alexander 
II, who ruled from 1855 to 1881. The new Emfieror was in his 
thirty-seventh year at the time of his accession. He had received 
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a varied training, designed to equip him for rule. Of an open 
mind, and ejesirous of ameliorating the conditions of Russiani^ 
life, he for some years followed a policy of reform. He relaxed 
the censorship of the press, and removed most of the restrictions, 
which had been imposed upon the universities and upon travel, 
particularly did he address himself to the question of serfdom* 

To understand the significance of the Edict of Emancipation, 
which was to constitute Alexander II’s most legitimate title to 
fame, one must first understand the previous system of land 
tenure. Nearly all, practically nine-tenths, of the arable land 
was owned by the crown and the royal princes, and by the one 
hundred and fortj^ thousand families of the nobility. The land 
was, therefore, generally held in large estates. It was owned 
by a small minority ; it was tilled by the millions of Russia, 
who were serfs. 

The method of cultivation was as follows: each estate was,j 
as a rule, divided into two parts; one part reserved by the owner! 
for his own use, and cultivated directly under his supervision; 
the other assigned to his serfs. These serfs generally lived in 
small villages, going out into the fields to till them, returning 
to their villages at night. The village communities, or mirs, 
regulated for their members the cultivation of those lands 
esj)ecially allotte^l to them. The serfs did not own the land, 
but enjoyed thc'usufruct of it, were entitled to whatever they 
raised. In return the mir paid the landlord a fixed sum annually. 
About one-half of the mirs were on crown lands, one-half on 
lands belonging to the nobility. 

Serfdom, previously abolished in all other European countries, 
still flourished in Russia, and was the basis of the economic 
and social life. The serfs numbered about 50,000,000, about 
2»‘},000,()00 on the crown domains, about 2**3,000,000 on the 
estates of the nobility^ and over 3,000,000 on the appanages of 
the imperial family and in private service as house domestics 
and attendants. The serfs cultivated, then, the lands allotted 
to the mir, and from what they raised tliey got their sustenance. 
I3ut they also cultivated the portion set apart for the landlord’s 
own use. must labor for him three days a week. They 

^vere not slaves in the strict sense of the word. They could not 
be sold separately. But they were attached to the soil, could 
not leave it without the consent of the owner, and passed, if 
he sold his estate, '•to the new owner. '^Fhe landlord had the right 
lo inflict corporal punishment, which right, though legally 
restricted, was practically uncontrolled. If he considered any 
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of his serfs unduly troublesome he could usually get the govern- 
Imeut to force them into the army, or send them to Siberia, hi 
j*practice, the authority of the proprietor was unlimited. The 
peasant had the use, but not the ownership, of enough land to 
support liimself and family; but otherwise he was not his own 
^master. 

Serfdom was condemned on various grounds. It w^as moral! v 
harmful in that it offended the conscience of the age. Economic- 
ally it had not ])roved successful. Two-tliirds of the estates of 
private owners were mortgaged up to their full value, and while 
serfdom was not alone the cause of this, it was one of the causes. 
Yet the institution had influential support. The nobles looked 
upon their serfs as the chief source of their income. It w'as 
customary in speaking of a nobleman’s wealth not to say that 
he possessed so many acres, or had an income of so many rubles 
a year, but that he possessed so many hundreds of “ souls.*” 
It is no occasion for surprise, therefore, that although the 
Emperor, Alexander II, attacked tlie question immediately after 
the close of the Crimean War, several years elapsed before it 
was solved. 

The crown serfs were in a better position than tlie serfs on 
private estates. Practically, their only obligation was to pay 
certain dues each year to the State or the im])crial family, which 
were considerably smaller than those paid by the others to their 
lords. They wxn’C, in a sense, tenants, owdng the equivalent of 
rent. To free them, all that Avas necessary was to abolish these 
dues, and to recognize the serfs as oAvners of the holdings, Avliich 
they had been cultivating, and to grant tliem ])crsonal freedom. 
No one could question the right of the State to do wdiat it Avould 
with its own. The liberation of these serfs was begun in 1859, 
though the process Avas not completed until 1866. Another class, 
those in domestic service, could easily be freed, but the class 
belonging to private landlords and attached to the soil presented 
greater difficulties, for it weis not sinqily a (juestion of giving 
them civil freedom, but it Avas a question of giving them land as 
well. The Edict of Emancipation concerned the serfs of private 
landoAvners, the nobles. Issued JNIarch 8, 1861, it abolished 
serfdom throughout the Empire, freeing about 28,000,000 
serfs, thus winning for Alexander the title of “ the Tsar 
Liberator.” This manifesto did not merely declare the serfs 
free men. It undertook to solve the far morti difficult problem 
of the ownership of the soil. The Tsar felt that merely to give 
the serfs freedom, and to leave all the land in the possession of 
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the nobles, would mean the creation of a great proletariat pos- 
sessing no property, therefore likely to fall at once into a posi- 
tion of economic dependence upon the nobles, which would make 
the gift of freedom a mere mockery. Moreover, the peasants 
were firmly convinced that they were the riglitful owners of the 
lands wliicli tliey and their ancestors for centuries had lived 
u])on and cultivated, and the fact that the landlords were legally 
the owners did not alter their opinion. To give them freedom 
without land, leaving that with tlie nobles, wlio desired to retain 
it, w^ould be bitterly resented as making tlieir condition worse'" 
than ever. On the other hand, to give them the land with their, 
fri‘edom would mean the ruin of the nobility as a class, considered 
essential to the state. Tlie consecjuence of this conflict of 
interests was a compromise, satisfactory to neither party, but 
more favorable to tlie nobility than to the ])easants. 

The lands were divided into two parts. The landlords were 
to keep one ; the otlier was to go to the peasants in the follow- 
ing manner: the house and lot of each peasant was to become 
ills personal property; the lands surrounding the village w^ere to 
become the })ro])erty of the village, or mir, to be owned by the 
eonimunity collectiv(‘ly, but to be divided periodically among its 
numibers, according to the Russian fashion.^ Such divisions 
were made by lot, and wxre merely tem])orary, for a period, 
varying in different districts, from tliree to twelve years, and 
varying also wnth the size of the family. Collective ownersliip of 
general farming land, ])rivate ownership of house and lot, were 
thus the modes of land tenure adopted at the Emancipation. 
Rut tlie lands, those going to the peasants individually, and 
those going to the mir collectively, W’ere not given to them out- 
right. The ])easant and the mir must pay the landlord for 
their respective acejuisitions. As they could not do *-his them- 
selves, the State was to advance the money, which was to be 
paid back in instalments during a period of forty-nine years. 
The yirinciple was the same as that applied later in the land 
piirehase hnvs for Ireland. Thus in time the peasants would , 
b(‘eome individually and collectively the owners of a part of the ' 
'^oil, yet the former landowner would be paid for what was taken 
ffom him.^ 

^ This arrangement ap])lied only to those regions where communal owmer- 
stip was customary, namely the north, east, and south of Russia. Where 
individual ownership iras the rule, as in Little Russia and Poland, the land 
^’as apportioned dfreetly to individuals. 

2 Domestic serfs were given freedom, but not land. 
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This arrangement was a great disappointment to the peasan- 
try. Their newly acquired freedom seemed a doubtful boon in 
the light of this method of dividing the land. Indeed, the peasant 
could not see that he was profiting from the change. Persona] 
liberty could not mean much, when the conditions of earning a 
livelihood became harder rather than lighter. The peasant 
ceased to be bound to the landlord, but he was bound to the niir 
all the more closely, because the mir was bound to the State for 
at least forty-nine years by its obligation to pay the State 
for the communal lands. This meant, concretely, a heavy land 
tax on each peasant. Was anything gained in becoming a kind 
of serf to the State at the moment of ceasing to be the serf 
of a nobleman? Tlie peasants regarded the land as tlieir own. 
But the State guaranteed forever a part to the landlords, and 
announced that the peasants must pay for the part assigned to 
themselves. To the })easants this seemed sheer robbery. More- 
over, as the division worked out, they found that they had less 
land for their owui use than in the pre-emanci})ation days, and 
that they had to pay the landlords, through tlie State, more 
than the lands which they did receive were worth. JMoreover, 
as they were not permitted to leave the mir and seek their for- 
tunes elsewhere, even the personal liberty guaranteed by emanci- 
pation seemed hollow. Evidently this could be no final solution 
of the land question for a country almost entirely agricultural. 
The agrarian question, indeed, became steadily more and jnore 
acute during the next fifty years, and was to constitute one of 
the most difficult problems in the revolution that later broke 
out. The peasant population in that time vastly increased, and 
the pressure upon the land consequently grew greater. In the 
early years of the twentieth century the peasant possessed on an 
average only half as much land as he had in 1861 . He lived 
necessarily upon the verge of starvation. 

The emancipation of the serfs is seen, therefore, not to have 
been an unalloyed boon. Yet Russia gained morally in the esteem 
of other nations by abolishing an indefensible w^rong. Theoreti- 
cally, at least, every man was free. Moreover, the peasants, 
though faring ill, yet fared better than had the peasants ot 
Prussia and Austria at the time of their liberation.^ • 

Tlie abolition of serfdom was the greatest act of Alexander 

1 On the attitude of the nobility and peasantry toward the Emancipation 
see Wallace, Russia (Revised Edition 1905), 442-451^, On general discus- 
sion of effects see Wallace, 452-490. * 
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IVs reign, but it was only one of several liberal measures enacted 
at this time of general enthusiasm. In 1864 the Emperor issued 
a decree establishing a certain measure of self-government. 
This decree was based upon investigations made by a commi$l|bn 
appointed in 1859. Russia is divided into provinces and the 
provinces are subdivided into districts. In each district a 
popular assembly was now established, called the zemstvo, to be 
chosen by the landowners, the bourgeois, and the peasants in the 
villages. The district zemstvos were to choose representatives, 
vtio were to form j)rovincial zemstvos. The zemstvos were to 
meet regularly once a year, and were to aid the Government in 
administration. They were not to be political bodies. It was 
not the intention of the Emperor to divide or reduce in any 
degree his autocratic power. They were to serve as a part of 
the local administration, discharging certain functions which the 
smaller areas, the mirs, could not adequately perform, such as 
the control of the public highways, primary schools and 
hospitals, and the taking of ])recautions against famine; in short, 
to contribute within strict limits to the material and moral well- 
being of the people. These zemstvos were introduced gradually 
during the next twelve years, from 1864 to 1876. The zem- 
stvo,” says a leading authority, has done a great deal to provide 
medical aid and primary education for the common people, and 
it has improved wonderfully the condition of the hospitals, 
lunatic asylums, and other benevolent institutions committed to 
its charge. In its efforts to aid the ])easantry it has helped to 
improve the native breeds of horses and cattle, and it has created 
a system of obligatory fire insurance, together with means for 
preventing and extinguishing fires in the villages, a most impor- 
tant matter in a country where the peasants live in wooden 
houses, and big fires are fearfully frequent.” ^ 

Though not intem^cd as political or legislative bodies, but 
simply as aids to the State in business matters, the zemstvos 
became, nevertheless, training schools in political co-operation. 
Though their activity was often interrupted, restricted, tiiiltifiedji 
more or less, by the central government, yet they persisted, struck 
root in the life of the nation, and contributed to the political 
education of the people. 

This reform in administration was followed by one in the 
judicial system (November 1864), based upon a study of the 
systems of Europe and the TTnitcd States. The judicial organ- 
i^sation was bo'th corrupt and inefficient. Judges were poorly 
1 Wallace, R^nsia, 600-501. 
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paid, and might be removed at any moment ; trials were conducted 
behind closed doors and in writing, a method which greatly 
^facilitated bribery, a system favorable to the rich, oppressive to 
^the^poor. Henceforth, it was provided, that judges should serve 
during good behavior, that court proceedings should be public 
and oral, and that trial by jury should be instituted for criminal 
cases. Whatever its shortcomings, the new system was a great 
improvement on the old. 

Other lesser reforms were also carried through at this time. 
The censorship of the press was somewhat relaxed, tlie universities 
were released from certain restrictions imposed during the reign 
of Nicholas I, and secondary education was improved. Schools 
emphasizing scientific education were founded. In 1858 the first 
high school for girls was opened, and in the course of six years 
nearlv a hundred others were established. 

This hopeful era of reform was, however, soon over, and a 
period of reaction began, which characterized the latter half 
of Alexander's reign and ended in his assassination in 1881. 
There were several causes for this change: the vacillating char- 
acter of the monarch himself, taking fi-ight at his own work; 
the disappointment felt by many who had expected a milleiiniuin, 
but who found it not ; the intense dislike of the privileged and 
conservative classes for the measures just described, a dislike 
which could express itself in acts, inasmuch as the Tsar confided 
the execution of his measures mainly to them. As a matter of 
fact these measures were, in application, dis^torted and even 
partially nullified. The reformers, hitherto a solid body, now 
split up into grou})s. Public opinion, the motive force beliind 
all these changes, divided and became lessi certain. The land- 
lords, smarting under the loss of their serfs, the serfs disappointed 
^at the loss of some of the land which they had been accustomed 
to cultivate, and indignant at having to p^ay for the land which 
they had acquired, were elements of disaffection. 

Just at this time, when the attitude of tlie Emperor was 
changing, when public opinion was in this fluid, uncertain state, 
occurred an event which immensely strengthened the reactionary 
forces, a new insurrection of Poland. After the failure of their 
attemj)t to achieve independence in 18J1 the Poles hail remained 
quiet, the quiet of des]mir. As long as Nicholas I lived they were 
ruled with the greatest severity, and they could not but see the 
impracticability of any attempt to throw off Wieir chains. But 
the accession of Alexander II aroused hopes of better conditions. 
The spirit of nationalism revived, greatly encouraged by the 
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success of the, same spirit elsewhere. The Italians had just 
realized their aspiration, the creation of an Italian nation — not 
solely by th^ir own efforts, but by the aid of foreign nations. 
Might not the Poles hope for as much? Alexander would not 
for a moment entertain the favorite idea of the Poles, that they 
should be independent. He emphatically told them that such 
a notion was an idle dream, that they must abandon all thoughts 
of independence, now and forever impossible.’’ He would con- 
tinue his father’s policy, as all that he had done had been rightly 
done.” In practice for several years, Alexander’s policy was 
one calculated to agitate and arouse, without satisfying, the 
Poles. Concessions of a liberal nature were made them, only to 
be followed by acts regarded as oppressive or hostile. The 
result was that the irritation of the Poles increased, that mis- 
understandings multiplied, and that finally, in 1863, an insurrec- 
tion broke out. It was in no sense as formidable as that of 
1831. The Poles had now no army, no native government, no 
treasury. They had been since 1832 completely incorporated 
in Russia. At no time during this insurrection did they control 
even their capita], Warsaw, whicli remained in the power of the 
regular Russian officials and army. The fighting was entirely 
guerrilla in character. The aim of the Poles was to make Poland 
independent. Tliis involved not only making the Poland of that 
day a nation, but adding to it the Lithuanian provinces to the 
east, formerly a part of Poland, but for ninety years, since the 
first partition in 1772, incorporated in Russia proper. At 
once the intense national feeling of the Russians was aroused by 
what seemed to threaten dismemberment of the Empire. Reli- 
gious fanaticism was also aroused. The Poles were Roman 
Catholics, whereas the Russians belonged to the Orthodox Greek 
Church. Thus the Poles stood for schism in religion, as in 
politics. The Tsar, consecjuently, in his determination to crush 
this separatist spirit, had the sup])ort of tremendous national 
])assions, and his campaign was conducted with vigor and without 
mercy. The only ho})e for the Poles lay in foreign intervention. 
In this they were bitterly disappointed. England, France, and 
Austria intervened three times in tlieir behalf, but only by diplo- 
matic notes* making no attem])t to give emphasis to their notes 
by a show of force. Russia, seeing this, and supported by- 
Prussia, treated their intervention as an impertinence, and pro- 
ceeded to wreak ^jer vengeance. It was a fearful punishment 
she meted out. * 

The deep-seated liistoric evil of Polish nationality was the 
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division of the people into two classes, completely alienated from 
each other — the nobles and the peasants. Indeed, the Poles 
were practically two peoples. The fusion of the tWo had never 
been consummated. The nobles were the dominant class, and 
were regarded by the peasants as despots and oppressors. As 
a consequence, the Polish people did not act together as a whole. 
The insurrection of 1863, like its predecessors, was the woyk of 
Uje nobles. The peasants remained inactive, unmoved by the 
appeals of those who* turned to them only in adversity, but wlio 
treated them contemptuously and harshly in ordinary times. 
The Tsar determined to use this, tlie fundamental fact of Polish 
life, as a means of crushing the Polish nobility, the turbulent 
insurrectionary class, by making the Polish peasants friendly to 
Russia. This he accom])lished by a decree of March 1864, which 
effected a sweeping agrarian change. Practically half of the 
nobles’ lands were given to the peasants as freeholds. The 
peasants were released from all obligation to cultivate the estates 
which remained the property of the nobles. At the same time 
no change was made in the ])easants’ former right to use the 
nobles’ forest and pasture lands, a right very indefinite and yet 
real. This right was now preserved to them as tending to win 
their good will still more, and also as likely to keep friction 
alive between the nobles and the peasants, which in turn would 
cause the latter to look constantly to the Tsar for support and 
protection. The lands taken from the nobles were to be paid 
for, not by the peasants alone to whom they Ma^re transferred, 
but by a general land tax, which fell u])on all lands, that is, upon 
the lands left to the nobles as well as those now given to the 
peasants. The result was that the nobles would have to pay a 
large part of their own com])ensation, an ingenious method of 
punishment. Tlie process amounted to a conHscation of a part 
of their property. 

The clergy had supported the nobles in’^the insurrection. The 
Russian government punislied them by suppressing most of the 
monasteries and confiscating their lands and by subjecting the 
'priests to political supervision. 

A process of Russification was now vigorously pursued. The 
Russian language was prescribed for the correspondence of the 
officials and the lectures of the university professors, and the use 
of Polish was forbidden in churches, schools, theaters, news- 
papers, on business signs, in fact, everywhere^ 

^ The consequences of the Polish insurrection of 1863 were felt 
in Russia as well. Those who desired a reversal of the Emperor's 
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previous liberal policies and a return to the old methods and 
conditions were greatly encouraged and strengthened. Not that 
the Emperor' at once abandoned his liberal policy. The great 
measures concerning the administrative and judicial systems, 
already described, were promulgated even after this. But 
Alexander II, alwa 3 ^s vacillating, was troubled by these events. 
Reaction was hastened by two attempts to assassinate him, one 
in 1866, and the oilier in 1867. The Tsar, hitherto liberal, 
became reactionary. The execution of the reform measures 
described above was entrusted, as lias been said, to those who 
were anxious to limit them, or completelv to destrov them, and 
thus it came about that they were onlv partially applied, were 
robbed of some of their essential features. Universities again 
felt the weight of bureaucratic hostilitv* The achievements of 
the reform era were rapidly being undone, and Russia was slip- 
ping back into the old familiar wavs. This reaction aroused 
intense discontent and engendered a movement which threatened 
the very existence of the monarchv itself, namelv. Nihilism. 

The more liberal-minded Russians had followed the reforming 
policy" of the earlv years of Alexander\s reign with great enthusi- 
asm, and after the issuance of the decree establishing the zem- 
stvos they hoped that the Tsar would advance further along the 
same path and would crown iiis work Avith a constitution, and 
with real parliamentarv institutions for the Avhole Empire. 
Their ojitirnism was doomed to speedy extinction. When the 
members of the zemstvos begged the Tsar to grant a representa- 
tive constitution he rebuked them summarilv for mixing in affairs 
not theirs. Shortlv, the zemsfA^os AA'ere told that thev aati’c not 
political bodies, but merelv business organizations, designed to 
attend to the economic interests of their districts. The\^ Avere 
forbidden to express political aucavs. Thev Avere to be merely 
administrative organs, subject to the officials of the central 
government. 

The retrogressive policy of the later years of Alexander II 
created a widespread ami bitter sense of disappointment and 
deception, and resulted in the rise of an opposition to the exist- 
ing form of government. This feeling Avas to pass through 
several phas^es, but Avas constantU" to become stronger. The first 
phase was the most pessimistic. The Russians AA^erc thrown in 
npon themselves once more, there being no room in the Russian 
‘^tate for liberal action. Reading the Avorks of the more radical 
idiilosophers and scientists of western Europe, and reflecting upon 
die foundations of their own national institutions and conditions, 
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the intellectuals,” as these men were called, became most 
destructive cx'itics, and were called Nihilists. 

The fundamental principle of Nihilism,” sa^s Stepniak, 
“ was absolute individualism. It was the negation, in the namo 
of individual liberty, of all the obligations im])osed upon the indi 
vidual by society, by family life, and by religion.” Turgeniofi* 
defined a Nihilist as a man who submits to no authority, who 
accepts not a single principle upon faith merely, however high 
such a principle may stand in the eyes of men.” The Nihilists 
were extreme individualists who tested every human institution 
and custom by reason. As fevy Russian institutions could meet 
such a test, the Nihilists condemned them all. Theirs was an 
attitude, first of intellectual challenge, then of revolt against the 
whole established order. They did not properly form a p/irly 
of action, but their reckless criticism of government, religion, 
marriage, ethics brought down upon them the wrath of the 
authorities. Alarmed, they fled to other countries. The term 
Nihilist, as a term of opprobrium, came to bo applied by 
the conservatives to all shades and kinds of reformers, most 
inaccurately. 

^ Forced io live abroad, mainly in France and Switzerland, the 
refugees came in contact with other advam^ed schools of thought. 
One of these was represented by liakounine, a Siberian exile, who 
had escaped and was living in London. Uakoimine was an 
Anarchist who advocated the immediate destruction of all exist- 
ing institutions, governments, churches, the family, private 
property, codes of law, in the interests of human freedom, “in 
order that,” as he said later, “ all these millions of poor hinrian 
beings who are cheated, enslaved, overworked, and ex])loitcd 
. . . may henceforth and forever breatlie in absolute freedom.” 
Shortly, Socialism was grafted upon this hatred of all estab- 
lished institutions, this anarchy of Bakounine. In the ])lacc of 
the existing society, which must be swept away, a new^ society 
was to be erected, based on socialistic principles. Thus the 
movement entered u])on a new phase. It ceased to be merelv 
critical and destructive. It became constructive as well, in short, 
a political party with a positive programme, a party very small 
but resolute and reckless, willing to resort to any means to 
achieve its aims. 

This party now determined to institute an educational cam- 
paign in Russia, realizing that nothing could ,be done unless the 
millions of peasants were shaken out of their stolid acquiescence 
in the prevalent order which weighed so heavily upon them. 
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This extraordinary movement, called “ ^oing in a mong the 
peqpjjp,” became very active after 1870. Young men and women, 
all belonging to the educated class, and frequently to noble fami- 
lies, became day laborers and peasants in order to mingle with the 
people, to arouse them to action, to found, as one of their 
documents said, “ on the ruins of the present social organiza- 
tion the empire of the working classes.” Tliey showed tlie self- 
sacrifice, the heroism of the missionary laboring under the most 
discouraging conditions. A typical case was that of Sophie 
Bardine, arrested for discussing a socialist pamphlet before a 
group of workmen. She had for several months been employed 
in a spinning factory, working fifteen hours a day, and sharing 
all the hardships of the otlier women — all this that she might 
get the chance to preach to them the new ideas. Our aim, she 
explained later in court, was to arouse in the conscience of the 
])eople tlie ideal of a better organization, one more conformable 
to justice; to point out the vices of the })resent organization in 
order to })revent tlie return of the same errors.” It is estimated 
that, between 1872 and 1878, between two and three thousand 
such missionaries were active in this propaganda. Their efforts, 
however, were not rewarded with success. The peasantry 
remained stolid, if not contented. ^Moreover, this campaign of 
education and persuasion was broken up wherever possible by- 
the ubiquitous and lawless police. Many were imprisoned or' 
exiled to Siberia. 

A pacific propaganda being impossible, one of violence seemed 
to the more energetic spirits the only alternative. As the Govern- 
ment lield the people in a subjection unwortliy of human beings, 
as it employed all its engines of power against every one who 
demanded reform of any kind, as, in short, it ruled by terror, 
iliese reformers resolved to fight it with terror the only 
method ]:)ossible. Tin ‘‘ Terrorists ” were not bloodthirsty or 
cruel by nature. Tliey simply believed that no progress what- 
ever could be made in raising Russia from her misery except by 
getting rid of the more unscrupulous officials. They perfected 
their organization and entered upon a period of violence. Nu-^ 
merous attempts, often successful, were made to assassinate the 
high officials, cliiefs of police and others who had rendered them- 
selves particularly odious. In turn many of the revolutionists 
were executed. 

All this redouWed the activity of tlie authorities, particularly 
of the dreaded Third Section of the {lolice. In the course of a 
single winter, 1878-9, it is said that nearly 2,000 arrests were 



600 


RUSSIA TO THE WAR WITH JAPAN 


made in St. Petersburg alone. Suspected persons were not 
allowed witnesses, and were often summarily exccytcd. Thou- 
^ands were arrested and sent to Siberia without trial, by simple 
'administrative decrees. Finally the terrorists determined to kill 
the Tsar as the only way of overthrowing the whole hated arbi- 
trary and oppressive S 3 ^stem. Several attempts were made. lu 
April 1879 a schoolmaster, Solovicf, fii*ed five shots at the 
Emperor, none of whicli took elfcct. In December of the same 
year a train on which he was supposed to be returning from the 
Crimea was wrecked, just as it reached iMoscow, by a mine 
placed between the rails. Alexander escaped only because he 
had reached tlie capital secretly on an earlier train. The next 
attem})t (February 1880) was to kill him while at dinner in the 
Winter Palace in St. Petersburg. Dynamite was exploded, ten 
soldiers were killed and fifty-three wounded in the guardroom 
directly overhead, and the floor of the dining room was torn u]). 
The Tsar narrowly escaped because he did not go to dinner at 
the usual hour. 

St. Petersburg was by this time thoroughly terroriz(‘tl. Alex- 
ander now appointed ^^oris Melikoff practically dictator. Mcli- 
koff sought to inaugurate a milder regime. He released hundreds 
of prisoners, and in many cases commuted the death sentence. 
He urged the Tsar to grant the people some share in the govern- 
ment, believing that this would kill the Nihilist movement, which 
was a violent expression of the discontent of the nation with the 
abuses of an arbitrary and lawless system of government. He 
urged that this could be done without weakening the principle 
of autocracy, and that thus Alexander would win back the })opu- 
larity he had enjoyed during his early reforming years. After 
much hesitation and mental perturbation tlic Tsar ordered, 
/March 13, 1881, Melikoft’s scheme to be ])ublished in the official 
I journal. But on that same afternoon, as ,he was returning from 
a drive, escorted by Cossacks, a bomb was thrown at lus carriage. 
The carriage was wrecked, and many of his escorts were injured. 
^Alexander escaped as by a miracle, but a second bomb exploded 
near him as he was going to aid the injured. He was horribly 
mangled, and died wdthin an hour. Thus perished^ the Tsar 
Liberator. At the same time the hopes of tlie liberals j)erished 
also. This act of supreme violence did not intimidate the suc- 
cessor to the throne, Alexander III, whose entire reign was one 
of stern repression. 
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THE REIGN OF ALEXANDER III 

The man who now ascended the throne of Russia was in the 
full flush of magnificent manhood. Alexander III, son of 
Alexander II, was thirty-six years of age, and of powerful 
physique. His education had been chiefly military. He was a 
man of firm and resolute rather than large or active mind. He 
was profoundly religious, and had a deep sense of his 
responsibility. 

It shortly became clear that he possessed a strong, inflexible 
character, that he was a thorough believer in absolutism, and 
was determined to maintain it undiniinished. His most influen- 
tial adviser was his former tutor, liobyetlonostseff^ later for many 
years Procurator of the Holy Synod, a man who abhorred tlie 
liberal ideas of western Kurope, and who insisted that Russia 
must preserve her own native institutions untainted, must follow 
without deviation her own historic tendency, which he conceived 
in a strictly nationalistic sense. The orthodoxy of the Greek 
Church, the absolutism of the monarcli, were the fundamental 
tenets of his belief, — no coquetting with western ideas of repre- 
sentative government and religious and intellectual freedom. 
The opinions of this man are historically important because he 
was the ])ower behind the throne during all of Alexander Ill’s 
reign, and during the first ten years of his successor’s, that of 
Nicholas II. Of those o])inions two, significant and character- 
istic, may be (]uoted, the one concerning })arliamentarv institu- 
tions, the other concerning the ])ress, su)q)()sed, in western Kurope, 
to be two of the most ])owerful agencies of progress. Parlia- 
ment is an institution serving for the satisfaction of the personal 
ambition, vanity, and self-interest of the members. The institu- 
tion of Parliament is, indeed, one of the greatest illustrations of 
human delusion. . .i . On the ])ediment of this edifice is 
inscribed, ^ All for the public good.’ This is no more than a 
lying formula; Parliamentarism is the triumph of egoism — its 
highest expression.” ‘‘ From the day that man first fell, false- 
hood has ruled the world, ruled it in human sj^eech, in the practi- 
cal business of life, in all its relations and institutions. But 
never did the Father of Ides s})in such webs of falsehood of 
every kind as in this restless age. . . . The press is one of 
the falsest institutions of our time.” ^ 

Under the inflixmce of sucli an adviser, and under the sway of 
his own instincts and his indignation at the insolent demand of 
1 Pobyedonostseff, Rcflecliomt of a Ruasian Statesman, 35, 62. 
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the Nihilists tliat the murderers of his father be not punished, as 
they were merely ‘‘ executors of a hard civic duty influenced, 
*|too, no doubt, by the general horror which that event inspired, 
knd the warm evidences of loyalty which it called forth, Alexander 
^assumed an attitude of defiant hostility to innovators and liberals. 
•His reign, which lasted from 1881 to 189*1, was one of reversion 
to the older ideals of government and of unqualified absolutism. 

The terrorists were hunted down, and their attempts practi- 
cally ceased. The press was thoroughly gagged, university 
professors and students were watched, suspended, exiled, as the 
case might be. Tlie reforms of Alexander II were in part undone, 
the zemstvos particularly being more and more restricted, and tlie 
secret police, the terrible Third Section, being greatly aug- 
mented. Liberals gave up all hope of any improvement during 
this reign, and waited for better days. 

Many of the subjects of the Emperor felt the hand of the 
oppressor with excessive severity. Under him began the persecu- 
tions of the Jews, which became so dark a feature of later 
Russian history. The chief home of the Jews in the modern 
'world is Russia. Out of about eight and a half million Jews in 
'Europe, over five million lived in that country. The Russian 
Jews had long been restricted to Poland and to the contiguous 
provinces of Lithuania, called the •Jewish Territory, formerly a 
part of Poland. The Tsar, bigoted, and believing in a policy 
of Russification of all the varied elements and races of the Empire, 
looked with disfavor upon a people which held fast its own 
religion and spoke its own language and maintained its own 
customs. Under Alexander II the restrictions upon •lewish 
residence had not been rigorously enforced, and many^ were 
living outside the Jewish Territory. These were now ordered 
back, although suft'ering and hardship were the inevitable result. 
Anti-«Tewish riots broke out in many places, costing many lives. 
The Government gave but slight protection; indeed, in many cases 
the officials appeared to encourage the outbreaks, so popular was 
Jew-baiting. To keep them out of the liberal professions decrees 
were issued limiting the number of .Tews who might attend the 
secondary schools and universities — to from three ^to ten per 
cent, of the total enrollment according to the region, even 
though in some of these districts they formed a third or a half 
of the population. Utterly miserable and insecure, tens of thou- 
sands left the country. The great Jewish dinigration to the 
United States dates from this time. 

Elsewhere, too, in the Baltic provinces, where the dominant 
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clement was of German origin, and in Finland, and particularly 
in Poland, the policy of Russification was vigorously applied. 
Alexander was offended by the sight within his Empire of 
religions, races, and languages not his own, and he steadily 
endeavored to suppress the variations. Thus by the close of his 
reign the attempt to force alien peoples to become thoroughly 
Russian was in process of execution. It was both political and 
religious. Apparently meeting with a large measure of success, 
its y)ermancnce or profundity was not clear. Widespread, in- 
tense, though silent, disaffection was aroused, which would surely 
express itself if the Government should ever find itself in diffi- 
culties. This policy sowed abundant seeds of trouble for the 
future. 

While the policy of Alexander III was thus opposed to the 
intellectual and moral forces of liberalism, and while it was 
harshly oppressive to the religious dissenters and subject nation- 
alities of alien race, in other directions it was progressive. The 
Tsar was sincerely interested in the material advancement of his 
people, and won the title of the Peasants’ Emperor., He 
abolished the poll tax, which lias been called “ the last relic of 
serfdom ” (January 1884). He partially canceled the dues still 
owed by the peasants in compensation for lands acquired at the 
time of the emancipation. He sought to encourage the peasants 
to emigrate from congested districts to more sparsely populated 
regions, for the question of subsistence was then, as it still is, 
a serious problem in Russia. The lands allotted the peasants 
at the time of their liberation were inadequate then, and became 
more inadequate later, owing to the rapid growth of the popula- 
tion. In 1815 the population was about forty-five million, 
in 1867 over eighty-two, in 1885 over one hundred and eight 
millions. This growth has been remarkable. In a land witlr 
endless agricultural stretches, widespread and terrible famines 
have frequently occurred. 

The most important feature of Alexander’s reign was the 
industrial revolution which began then, and was carried much far- 
ther under his successor. Russia had been for centuries an 
agricultural country whose agriculture, moreover, was of the 
primitive type. Whatever industries existed were mainly of the 
household kind. Russia was one of the poorest countries in the 
'vorld, her immense resources being undeveloped. Under the system 
nf protection adeipted by Alexander II, and continued and in- 
creased by Alexander III, industries of a modern kind began to 
grow up. A tremendous impetus was given to this development by 
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the ap})ointnient in 1892 as Minister of Finance and Commerce 
of \Sex:gius de Witte,' one of the most salient personalities in 
later Russian history. AVitte believed that Russia/ the largest 
and most populous country in Europe, a world in itself, ought 
to be self-sufficient, that as long as it remained chiefly agricul- 
tural it would be tributary to the industrial nations for manufac- 
tured articles, that it had abundant resources, in raw material 
and in labor, to enable it to supply its own needs if tliey were 
but developed, that a diversified industrial life would have the 
further advantage that it would draw laborers from the soil 
already overtaxed, and would thus render the agrarian problem 
less acute. To effect this economic transformation, believing 
thoroughly in a protective tariff, he advised that duties be raised 
|and applied on a wider scale. But tliat the process of building 
'up the nation’s industries miglit be rapid, it was essential that 
a large amount of ca])ital should be invested at once in the 
various industries, and this capital Russia did not possess. One 
of the cardinal features of Witte’s policy was to induce foreign 
capitalists to invest in Russian factories and mines. He was 
eminently successful in bringing this about by showing them that 
they would have the Russian market by reason of the protective 
system, and by promising, in many cases, large orders from the 
Government for their products. Immense amounts of foreign 
capital poured in, and Russia advanced industrially in the 
closing decade of the nineteenth century with great swiftness. 
But that these industries might flourish, the markets must be 
rendered more accessible so tJiat customers could be reached. 
Russia’s greatest lack was good means of communication. She 
now undertook to su})ply tliis want by extensive railway building. 
For some years before M. de Witte assumed office, Russia was 
building less than 400 miles of railway a year; from that time 
on for the rest of the decade, she built nea^dy 1,400 miles a year. 
Tlie most stupendous of these undertakings was that of a trunk 
line connecting Euro])c with the Pacific Ocean, the great Trans- 
Siberian railroad. For this Russia borrowed vast sums of 
money in western Europe, principally in France. Begun in 
1891, the road was formally opened in 1902. It reduced the 
time and cost of transportation to the East aboiU one-half. 
In 1909 Russia possessed over 41,000 miles of railway, over 
28,000 of which were owned and o{)erated by the Government. 

This tremendous change in the economic l\fe of the Empii’^^* 
was destined to have momentous consequences, * some of which 
were quickly apparent. With the introduction of modern 
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industry on a large scale came the rise of a large laboring class 
and of labor problems of the kind with which western Europe 
had long been familiar. An industrial proletariat sprang up in 
Russia as elsewhere, a new source of discontent. Cities grew 
rapidly, owing to the large number of workmen pouring into 
them. Two of these, Moscow and St. Petersburg, had over a 
million each. In the large factory towms tlie revolutionists had 
a new field of activity which could be more easily worked than the 
country districts. Here socialistic tlicories spread rapidly, 
as among the working j)eople of the other countries of Europe. 

All this, too, created a considerable body of rich indus- 
trials of the middle class, of capitalists, in short, a bourgeoisie 
wliich would not ])ermaiientl 3 ' be content with entire exclusion 
from political power or with obsolete, narrow, illiberal forms of 
government. Thus the political condition of Russia was ren- 
dered more complex by the addition of two new elements to 
the army of discontent. Looked at in this light, the reign of 
Alexander III is seen to be, not stagnant, but higlily formative. 
Alexander was undermining his most cherished political principle 
by the new forces which he was liberating, and which in time 
were bound to spring tlie old iron framework of Russian life 
asunder. This fact partly ex])lains the great unpopularity of 
Witte among the traditional ruling classes of Russia. A system 
resting on privilege and tradition cannot safely innovate even 
in the direction of extracting oil and iron from the soil, and 
spinning cotton and wx^aving wool. That the old- system was 
being undermined w^as not, however, apparent, and might not 
have been for many years had not Russia, ten years after Alex- 
ander’s death, become involved in a disastrous and humiliating 
war with Japan. 

THE AEIGN of NICHOLAS II 

Alexander III died in 1894, and was succeeded by his son, 
Nicholas II, then twenty-six years of age. The ho})e was general 
tluit a milder regime iniglit now be introduced. This, however, 
was not to be. No change of importance was made in the 
Emperor’s councilors. Pobyedonostseff, tlie very incarnation of 
narrow-minded, stiff-ncckecT despotism, remained the power behind 
Ihe" throne. For ten years the young Tsar pursued the policy 
of his father with scarcely a variation save in the direction of 
greater severity. Nicholas early announced his intention to 
‘‘ lu'otect the principle of autocracy as firmly and unswervingly 
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as did my late and never-to-be-forgotten father.” A suggestion 
of one of the zemstvos that representative institutions might be 
granted was declared a senseless dream,” and tlic zemstvo was 
severely reprimanded. The government of Russia grew more 
oppressive, rather than less, as the century wore to its close. 
It was not a government of law but one of arbitrary power. 
Its main instruments were a numerous and corrupt bureaucracy 
or body of state officials, and a ruthless, active police. This 
being the system, an eminent Russian scholar, Professor Vino- 
gradoff*, could say in England in 1902, Nobody is secure against 
search, arrest, imprisonment and relegation to the remote parts 
of the Empire. From jiolitical supervision the solicitude of the 
authorities has spread to interferences with all kinds of private 
affairs. . . . Such is the legal protection we are now enjoying 
in Russia.” And again, “ Such a government is not a fitting 
patron of law and justice. What it enforces is obedience to 
order, not to law, and its contempt of law is exemplified in every 
way.” ^ Under such a system, men could be terrorized into 
silence, they could not be made contented. Disaffection, driven 
into subterranean channels, only^ increased, biding its time for 
explosion. The immense additions to the public debt and expen- 
diture, occasioned by the extensive railroad building and the 
support of army and navy, involved heavier taxation which fell 
mainly on the poor, the peasantry, reducing them to destitution 
and despair. Of this the same Russian authority said, speak- 
ing of the appalling conditions, In most cases the number of 
cattle and horses owned by the peasantry is decreasing. In some 
districts of the province of Samara, which counts among the 
granaries of Russia, there have been years when one-third, and 
even one-half of the jmpulation have been turned into mendicants. 
When the tax gatherer iurns away in des})air from such wretched 
people he fastens the more on those who sti,U have something left. 
It may be said without exaggeration that for the majority of 
the Russian })easaiitry the primary object in life is to earn 
enough to pay the taxes, everything else is accident. The 
wonder is not at the lack of entcr])risc and thrift, but at the 
endurance which enables men to toil along in the face of such 
conditions.” “ The same witness (juotes a Russian magistrate 
as saying that ‘‘ there is no indignity which, in the beginning of 
the twentieth century, may not be inflicted on a Russian peasant.” 

1 Lectures on the History of the Nineteenth Cent^fry^ edited by F, A. 
Kirkpatrick, 2CG-267. 

2 Ibid., 259. 
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The professional and educated man was in a condition almost 
as intolerable. If a professor in a university, he was watched 
by the police, and was likely to be removed at any moment as 
was Professor Miliukov, an historian of distinguished attain- 
ments, for no other reason than generally noxious tendencies.” 
If an editor, his position was even more precarious, unless he was 
utterly servile to the authorities. It was a suffocating atmos- 
phere for any man of the slightest intellectual independence, 
living in the ideas of the present age. The censorshij) grew more 
and more rigorous, and included such books as Green’s History 
of England, and Bryce’s American Commonwealth. Arbitrary 
arrests of all kinds increased from year to year as the difficulty 
of thoroughly bottling up Russia increased. Students were the 
object of special police care, as it was the young and ardent 
and educated who were most indignant at tiffs senseless despotism. 
Many of them disappeared, in one year as many as a fiftli of 
those in the L'niversity of Moscow, probably sent to Siberia or 
to j)risons in FAii’ope. 

A government of tiffs kind was not likely to err from excess 
of sympathy with the subject nationalities, such as the Poles 
and the Finns. In Finland, indeed, its arbitrary course attained 
its climax. Finland had been acquired by Russia in 1809, but 
on liberal terms. It was not incorporated in Russia, but con- 
tinued a Grand Duchy, with the Kmperor of Russia as simply 
Grand Duke. It had its own Parliament, its Fundamental Laws 
or constitution, to which the Grand Duke swore fidelity. These 
Fundamental Laws could not be altered or explained or repealed 
except with the consent of the Diet and the Grand Duke. Fin- 
land was a constitutional state, governing itself, connected with 
Russia in the ])erson of its sovereign. It had its own army, its 
own currency and postal system. Under this liberal regime it 
|)rospered greatly, its ])opulation increasing from less tlian a 
million to nearly three million by the close of the century, and 
was, according to an historian of Russia, at least thirty- years in 
advance of that country in all the aj)})liances of material civiliza- 
tion.^ The sight of this country enjoying a constitution of its 
own and a separate organization was an offense to the men con- 
trolling Russia. They wislied to sweep away all distinctions 
between the various parts of the Emperor’s dominions, to unify, 
to Russify. The attack upon tlie liberties of tlie Finns began 
under Alexandei;^!!!. It was carried much further by Nicholas 
II, who, on February 15, 1899, issued an imperial manifesto 
1 Skrine, Expansion of Russia, 1815-1900, p. 322. 
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which really abrogated the constitution of the country. TIm^ 
Finnish Diet was henceforth to legislate only concerning matters 
relating solely to Finland. All legislation of a gerfcral nature 
affecting the Empire as a whole was to be enacted in the ordinary 
way, that is, by the Tsar, who also said, We have found it 
necessary to reserve to Ourselves the ultimate decision as to 
which laws come within the scope of the general legislation of 
the Empire.” This practically meant that Finland was hence- 
forth to be ruled like Russia. The Finns so understood it. Tlio 
following Sunday was observed as a day of mourning. An im- 
mense petition was drawn up, signed within five days by over 
half a million people. The Tsar refused to receive it. 

The process of enforced Russification was continued. The 
Finnish army was virtually incorporated in the Russian. Fin- 
nish soldiers, Avho had hitherto been required to serve only in the 
Grand Duchy, might now be sent to serve anywliere. Russian 
officials were appointed to positions in Finland previously filled 
only by Finns. Newspapers were suppressed or suspended. 
Finnish nationality was being intentionally crushed out. Intense 
was the indignation of the Finns, but three million people were 
powerless against the autocrat of one hundred and forty million. 
For the moment there wore no signs of any i)ossible relief. Grim 
despair seized the ])eoy)le, Tem])orary relief was to come as a 
result of the disastrous defeat of Russia in the war with Japan 
in 1904-5, a landmark in contemporary history. 

To understand recent events in Russia it is necessary to trace 
the course of that war whose consequences have been profound 
and far-reaching, and to show the significance of that conflict 
we must interrupt this narrative of Russian history in order to 
give an account of the recent evolution of Asia, the rise of the 
so-called Far Eastern Question, and the interaction of Occident 
and Orient upon each other. 



CHAPTER XXXIII 


thp: far east 

ENGLAND, FRANCE, AND RUSSIA IN ASIA 

F^itrope has not only taken possession of Africa, but she 
has taken possession of large ])arts of Asia, and ])resses with 
great force upon the remainder. England and France dominate 
southern Asia by their control, the former of India and Burma, 
dhe latter of a large part of Indo-China. Russia, on the other 
hand, dominates the north, from the Ural Mountains to the 
Pacific Ocean. As far as geograjdiical extent is concerned, she 
is far more an Asiatic ])ower than a European, which, indeed, is 
also true of Fiiigland and of France, and she has been an Asiatic 
power much longer than they, for as early as 1581 Cossacks 
from the Don had crossed the Urals and seized a town called 
Sibir, Pushing onward farther and farther east, and meeting 
no serious obstacles, the j)opulation being small, they conquered 
most of northern Asia before the Pilgrims came to America, and 
in they reached the Pacific. To this country, now Russian, 

they gave the name Siberia, applying the name of the first region 
conquered to the wliole. In 1(548 the town of Okhotsk w^as 
founded. Thus for nearly three centuries Russia has been a 
great Asiatic state, while England has been a power in India 
for only half that time. 

It was not until the nineteenth century, however, that Russia 
began to devote sericius attention to Asia as a field for colonial 
and commercial expansion. Siberia was regarded merely as a 
convenient ])rison to which to send her disaffected or criminal 
citizens. Events in Europe caused her to concentrate her at- 
tention more and more u{)on her Asiatic development. She sought 
Miere whajt she had long been seeking in Europe, but without 
avail, because of the opposition she encountered, namely, con- 
tact with the ocean, free outlets to the world. Russia’s coast 
line, either in Europe or Asia, had no harbors free from ice the 
year around. &lie had attempted to gain this contact at the 
expense of Turkey, hoping to reacli the jMediterranean, but she 
had not succeeded. She made no progress in this direction in 
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the ninel-eenth century. Blocked decisively by the Crimean War, 
and seeing no chance in Europe, she turned to seek advantage 
in the East. Her coast line in eastern Siberia was very far 
north, witli the result that its liarbors were icebound more than 
l)alf of the year. She sought to extend that line soutliward. 
In 1858 slie acquired from China, then involved in a war with 
Great Britain and Fh'ance, the whole northern bank of tlie Amur, 
and two years later slie acquired from Cliina more territory 
farther soutli, which became the Maritime Erovince, and at the 
soul hern point of tliis she founded as a naval base Vladivostok, 
which means the Doniinator of the East. Here her development 
in eastern Asia stopped. 

In another direction, Russian advance was notable. Slie con- 
quered Turkestan, a vast region east of the Caspian Sea, 
and this conquest brought her close to India, and gave great 
importance to Afghanistan as a buffer between them. Turk- 
estan had a population of about 1(),0()(), ()()(), partly nomadic, 
partly settled in famous cities such as Samarkand, Bokhara. 
Tashkend. The nomads freipiently made incursions into Siberia, 
and cut off tlie communications of Russia with her eastern pos- 
sessions. To secure the safety of Siberia it was necessary to 
subdue them. The jirocess was a long one (18*15—1885), and 
at times exceedingly difficult, but was in the end entirely success- 
ful, and Russia annexed Turkestan, proceeding shortly to connect 
it with Europe b}" the Trans-Caspian railroad. 


CHINA 

Between Russian Asia on the north, and British and FVench 
Asia on the south, lies the oldest empire of the world, China, 
and one more extensive than Europe and probably more popu- 
lous, with more than 400,000,000 inhabitajits.^ It is a land of 
great navigable rivers, of vast agricultural areas, of mines rich 
in coal and metals, as yet largely undeveloped. The Chinese 
were a highly civilized people long before the Europeans were. 
They preceded the latter by centuries in the use of the compass, 
powder, porcelain, paper. As early as the sixth century of 
our era they knew the art of printing from movable wooden 
blocks. They have long been famous for their work in bronze, 

1 Mr. W. W. Kockhill, late minister of the United Stales at Peking, 
came to the conclusion in 1904, after careful inquiril^s,, that the official 
Chinese estimates had for a hundred and fifty years been greatly exaggerated 
and that the number of inhabitants did not much exceed 270,000,000. 
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in wood, in lacquer, for the marvels of their silk manufacture. 
As a people laborious and intelligent, they have always been 
devoted to the peaceful pursuits of industry, and have despised 
the arts of war. Their greatest national hero is not a soldier 
but a philosopher and moralist, Confucius. Their really vital 
religion is ancestor worship, and they worship, not simply the 
souls of their ancestors, but their ideas and customs as well. 
Hence the most salient feature of their civilization, its immo- 
bility. For that civilization, so ancient, and in some respects 
so brilliant, lacked the very element that gives to Kuropean 
civilization its extraordinary interest, namely, its restlessness, 
its eagerness, its buoyancy, its daring, its constant struggle for 
improvement, its adaptability to the new, its forwardness of view, 
in short, its belief in progress. The one emphasized the past, 
the other the present and the future. The history of the former 
was one of endless repetition from generation to generation, and 
from century to century; the history of the latter was one of 
evolution. The reverence for ancestral ideas, for immemorial 
customs as the perfection of wisdom, rendered the Chinese hostile 
to all innovations in the realm of thought or in the realm of 
action. Foreigners they regarded as barbarians. 

Their kingdom tliey called the Middle Kingdom, i.e., the center 
of the world. They called themselves Celestials. Their Em- 
l)er()r was the “ Son of Heaven.’’ He was, in theory, an absolute 
monarch. He was re})resented in the eighteen provinces into 
which China was divided by Viceroys. The office-holding class, 
called by foreigners the mandarins^ was chosen from the educated 
by an elaborate and severe series of examinations in the litera- 
ture and learning of China. The programme of studies in vogue 
until recently was the same that had been in vogue for a thousand 
years. The reigning dynasty, the Manchu, had been on the 
throne since 1614, wljcn it succeeded in overthrowing the former 
or Ming dynasty. 

China, then, had always lived a life of isolation, despising the 
outside world. Something was known of it in Europe, yet 
remarkably little. Marco Polo in the thirteenth century brought 
home maryelous accounts which were one of the great inspira- 
tions of the age of geographical discovery. Explorers and, 
later, missionaries and merchants sought out the fabulous land. 
At times they even received some favors from the more enlightened 
Emperors. Ku4 speaking broadly, the connection between 
Europe and cliina was of the slightest down to the nineteenth 
century. Foreigners were permitted in the eighteenth century 
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to trade in one Chinese port, Canton, but even there only under 
vexatious and humiliating conditions. China had n 9 diplomatic 
representatives in any foreign country, nor were any foreign 
ambassadors resident in Peking. China did not recognize any 
equality on the part of England, France, Spain, or any other 
countr 3 \ 'There is only one sun in the heavens, and there is 
only one Emperor on earth,” was a Chinese saying. Inhabiting 
a country larger than Europe, with every varicU’^ of soil aiul 
climate, and with an old and elaborate civilization, it is not 
surprising that the Chinese were self-suflicient and indifferent to 
the outside world. They even forbade foreigners learning the 
Chinese language. 

Obviously a policy of such isolation could not be permanently 
maintained in the modern age, and as the nineteenth century 
progressed it was gradually shattered. This isolation began to 
be broken down by the outside world as a result of tlie so-called 
Opium War between China and Great Britain. Opium, a very 
harmful and dangerous drug, is made from a certain kind of 
poppy that is grown in India. The Chinese government, anxious 
to preserve its people from the eff'ects of the usage of this drug, 
forbade its importation in 1796. Yet the trade, though declared 
illegal, was carried on by smugglers with whom corrupt Chinese 
officials connived for the sake of gain. This illicit traffic 
flourished greatly. Four thousand chests were imported into 
China in 1796, thirty thousand in 1837. Each chest was sii])- 
posed to be worth from six to twelve hundred dollars. The 
profits were enormous. The trade was a source of great income 
to British India, which did not wish to do without it. 

In 1837 the Chinese government proposed to stop this smug- 
gling, and sent a Viceroy of great energy, liin, to sec that it 
was done. In this it was entirely within its rights. Lin seized 
about 20,000 chests of opium and destrdyed them. Unfortu- 
nately, by his later arbitrary and arrogant proceedings, he put 
himself in the wrong. Out of this situation arose tlie Opium 
War, which began in 1840, and lasted about two years, ending 
in the victory of Great Britain. This was the first war between 
China and a European power. The consequences, in forcing the 
doors of China wider open to European influence, were important. 
By the Treaty of Nanking, 1842, she was forced to pay a large 
war indemnity, in part as compensation for the destroyed opium ; 
to open to British trade four ports in addition ti> Canton, namely. 
Amoy, Foochow, Ningpo, and Shanghai, on the same conditions 
as those established for Canton ; and to cede the island of Hong 
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Kong, near Canton, to England outright. Hong Kong has 
since become one of the most important naval and commercial 
stations of ’tlie British Empire. A step was taken also toward 
tlie recognition of the equalit}^ of Great Britain with China. It 
was provided that henceforth British officials should be treated 
as the equals of Chinese officials of similar rank. The question 
of the opium trade was left undecided. The Chinese refused to 
legalize it, declining, as they said, ‘‘ to put a value upon riches 
and to slight men’s lives.” They were, however, afraid after 
their defeat to enforce their jirohibition of it, *and the smuggling 
began again and flourished more than ever. Owing to the fact 
that, })ractically, the Chinese were not permitted l)y a Christian 
nation to abolish an infamous traffic because it was a very lucra- 
tive one, and owing to the humiliation of their defeat, the rela- 
tions with Great Britain continued unstable, and even led to 
another war. 

Other powers now proceeded to lake advantage of the British, 
success. The United States sent Caleb Cushing to make aj 
commercial treaty with China in 1844, and before long France,! 
Belgium, Holland, Prussia, and Portugal established tradej 
centers at the flve treaty ports. Some years later ti'ouble arose* 
in Canton between tlie English and the Chinese which led to a 
second war with C^hiua. England was joined by France this 
time, the reason for French intervention being tlie murder of a 
French missionary, an act for which no re])aration could be 
secured. The allies resolved to carry the war .to the very 
neighborhood of Peking, the caj)ital. The Chinese Emperor, 
therefore, in 1858, assented to the double Treaties of Tientsin. 
By tlie one with England, Cliina agreed henceforth to receive a, 
British ambassador, also to open more jiorts to commerce and 
to receive Britisli consuls at the treaty jiorts. '^i’he treaty with 
France was of mucli tlie same nature, though differing in details. 
These treaties represented a great step forward in the recognition 
of the equality of Euro]iean powers with China, and in further- 
ing commercial intercourse. But, the Chinese not carrying them 
out, hostilities were renewed. The allies again marched upon 
Peking, burned tlie EmperoUs beautiful summer palace just 
outside, aild prepared to bombard the city. The result was that 
China confirmed the Treaties of Tientsin and agreed to pay 
additional war indemnities (18(50). Thus she was brought into 
more direct connection with the outside world. 

Russia, whivih had taken no part in these jiroceedings, knew 
how to profit by them. It was at this time that she induced 
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China to cede to her the Maritime Province, which extended her 
Pacific coast line seven hundred miles farther south, enabling her 
to found at its southern port Vladivostok, as has aiready been 
mentioned (1860). 

The period of greatest importance in China’s relations with 
Europe came in the last decade of the nineteenth century as a 
result of a war with Japan in 1894--5. To appreciate this war 
it is first necessary to give some account of the previous evolu- 
tion of Japan. 


JAPAN 

The rise of Japan as the most forceful state in the Orient is 
a chapter of very recent history, of absorbing interest, and of 
great significance to the ])resent age. Accomplished in the last 
third of the nineteenth century, it has already })rofoundly altered 
the conditions of international politics, and seems likely to be 
a factor of increasing moment in tlie future evolution of the 
world, 

Japan is an archi])elago consisting of several large islands and 
about four thousand smaller ones. It covers an area of 147,000 
square miles, ^ which is smaller than that of California. The 
main islands form a crescent, the northern point being opposite 
Siberia, the southern turning in toward Korea. BetwH^en it and 
Asia is the Sea of Japan. The country is very mountainous, its 
most famous peak, Fujiyama, rising to a height of 12,000 feet. 
Of volcanic origin, nunun'ous craters are still active. Earth- 
quakes are not uncommon, and have determined the character of 
domestic architecture. The coast line is much indented, and 
there are many good harbors. The Japanese call their country 
Nippon, or the Land of the Rising Sun. Only about one-sixth 
of the land is under cultivation, owing to its mountainous char- 
acter, and owing to the })reva]ent mode of farming. Yet into 
this small area is crow^led a population of about fifty million, 
wdiich is larger than that of Great Britain or France. It is no 
occasion for surprise that the Japanese have desired territorial 
expansion. 

The people of Japan derived the beginnings of th(?ir civiliza- 
tion from China, but in many respects they differed greatly 
from the Chinese. The virtues of the soldier were held in high 
esteem. Patriotism was a passion, and with i^t w^ent the spirit 
of unquestioning self-sacrifice. Thou shalt honor the gods 
1 Exclusive of territories acquired since 1894. 
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and love thy country,” was a command of the Shinto religion, 
and was universally obeyed. An art-loving and pleasure-loving 
people, they possessed active minds and a surprising power of 
assimilation which they were to show on a national and momentous 
scale. 

In the middle of the nineteenth century their state and society 
were thoroughly feudal, and presented many interesting points 
of similarity witli forms long outlived in Euro])c. The JNIikado 
or Emperor, reputed to be the descendant of the gods, was the 
head of the nation. But while he had formerly been a powerful 
personage he had for two centuries and more sunk into a purely 
passive state. He lived in complete seclusion in his palace in 
Kioto, took no part in the actual government, liad become, in 
fact, a figurehead, invested witli a kind of religious authority or 
halo, so that many foreigners thought that he was not the 
Emperor but a sacred ecclesiastical personage. The real au- 
thority was the Shogun. ^Fhe comparison is often made between 
the Shogun and the Frankish mayor of the palace in Merovingian 
times. Reigning as a mere servant of the iVIikado, he had known 
how to acejuire from the latter more and more power in the 
actual direction of affairs until he was practically the ruler. 
He had his own palace at Yedo, which was the real seat of 
government, and his power became liereditarAS passing from the 
Shogun to his heir without disturbance. The Mikado was the 
nominal, the Shogun the real ruler. There were thus practically 
two dynasties. Beneath the Shogun was the military aristoc- 
racy, the Daimios, owmers of great estates, governors of prov- 
inces, and beneath them their retainers, the Samurai, or class of 
warriors, completely armed in coats of mail, helmets, and cui- 
rasses, not greatly dissimilar from those wuth which Europe had 
been familiar centuries before. These were the directing classes 
of the state. Beneath them were the masses of the jieople, of no 
importance politically, merchants, ])easants, artisans. Such 
was the system that remained intact until the i:;emarkable revolu- 
tion which began in 1868. That revolution was a direct result 
of the insistence of foreign nations that eJapan should enter 
with them into the ordinary relations that exist among nations. 

For aboht two hundred years Japan had been almost hermeti- 
cally sealed against the outside w^orld. In the period of geo- 
graphical discoveries of the fifteenth century, Zipangu had been 
one of the mysteries and allurements of the venturesome naviga- 
tors. Europe* had a vague knowledge of the existence of this 
island, which was placed on pre-Columbian maps somewhat east 
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of the present TInited States. To clear up this obscurity, and 
t6 find a convenient route to the riclies which were associated 
in men’s minds with tlic East generally, was one of ‘the objects 
of the S})anish and Portuguese discoverers. One of the latter, 
Pinto, was the first to reach the famous land, in 1542. He 
was well received, as were for a time other visitors. In a few 
years missionaries came, among whom was Francis Xavier, the 
Jesuit. Later other missionaries appear to have had very con- 
siderable success. It is said that in 1581 there were two hun- 
dred churches and 50,000 converts, and for some years before 
1590 it is estimated that there were 10,000 converts a year. 
But bitter persecutions of the Christians finally broke out, 
apparently occasioned by the pretensions and tactlessness of the 
bishops, and possibly by their ])olitical intriguing. A reaction 
naturally resulted. More than 20,000 converts were put to 
death in 1591, amid fearful tortures. I'he spirit of persecution 
flamed up from time to time in the years following, costing 
thousands of victims. The anti-foreign feeling grew so strong 
that in 1638 Japan adopted a policy of isolation, more rigorous 
than that of China. Foreigners were forbidden to enter the 
country under pain of death, and the Japanese w^ere forbidden 
to leave it. They were also forbidden to buy for(‘ign goods, and 
they might sell only those articles which the Government per- 
mitted, and then only to the Dutch, wlio were allowed a trading 
station on the small ]Kminsula of J)eshima. This was Japan’s 
sole point of contact*with the outside world for over two centuries. 

This unnatural seclusion was rudely disturbed by the arrival 
in Japanese waters of an American fleet under Commodore Perry 
in 1853, sent out by the government of the United States. 
American sailors, engaged in the whale fisheries in the Pacific, 
were now and then wrecked on the coasts of Japan, where they 
generally received cruel treatment. Perry was instructed to 
demand of the ruler of Japan protection for American sailors 
and property thus wrecked, and permission for American ships 
to put into one or more Japanese ports, in order to obtain neces- 
sary supplies and to dispose of their cargoes. He presented 
these demands to the Shogun, supposing him to be the sovereign. 
He announced further that if his requests were refused, he would 
(Open hostilities. The Shogun granted certain immediate de- 
mands, but insisted that the general question of opening relations 
with a foreign state required careful consideration. Perry con- 
sented to allow this discussion and sailed away, stating that he 
would return the following year for the final answer. The dis- 
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cussion of the general question on the part of the Shogun and 
tlie Daimios, or ruling military class, was very earnest. Some 
of the latter believed in maintaining the old policy of complete 
exclusion of foreigners. Others, however, including the Shogun, 
believed this impossible, owing to the manifest military supe- 
riority of the foreigners. They thought it well to enter into rela- 
tions with them in order to learn the secret of that superiority, 
and then to appropriate it for Japan. They believed this the 
only way to ensure, in the long run, the independence and power 
of their country. This opinion finally prevailed, and when 
Perry reappeared the Sliogun made a treaty with him (1854) 
by which tw^o ports were o])ened to American ships. This was 
a mere beginning, but the important fact was that Japan had, 
after two centuries of seclusion, entered into relations with a 
foreign state. Later other and more liberal treaties were con- 
cluded with the United States and with other countries. 

The reaction of these events u{)on the internal evolution of 
Japan was remarkable. They produced a very cidtical situa- 
tion, and precipitated a civil war. The epoch-making treaty 
had been made by the Shogun, and one of its results was the 
speedy overthrow of the Shogunate and of the entire feudal 
system. The iMikado and his supporters resented the high- 
handed action of the Shogun, nominally a mere subordinate, 
who, in a matter of su})reme importance, had not consulted the 
sovereign. All those members of the feudal nobility who opposed 
tlie admission of the foreigners sided witli the Mikado in opposi- 
tion to tlie Shogun. The Shogun and his supj)orters stood for 
ilie policy of entering into relations with the outside po>vers for 
the sim})le reason tliat the latter had the military force to enable 
Iheni to im])osc their demands. The supj)orters of the Mikado 
Avere themselves now' convinced of that superiority in a decisive 
manner. The popular liatrcd of foreigners resulted in outrages, 
several of tliem by the jNIikado’s partisans. One of these Avas 
upon an Lnglishman, llichardson, murdered in 18G2. The 
English fortliAvith bombarded Kagoshima, the stronghold of the 
anti-foreign Daimios (186J3). This liad the result of con- 
vincing these Daimios of the superiority of other nations to 
Japan, of >the uselessness of combating them or trying to keep 
them out of Ja})an, of the desirability of adopting their civiliza- 
tion in order to make Japan equally powerful; Thus tliey com- 
pletely reversed their position, and became friends of the new 
foreign policy instead of its bitter opponents. Other Daimios 
hostile to the foreigners were taught a similar lesson at Shimon- 
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oseki (1864). The situation remained, however, confused and 
troubled. 

In 1866 the Shogun died, and in 1867 the Mikado. The suc- 
cessor to the latter wasS Mal^iLh i | |^^ fifteen years of age, and 
destined to rule until lulXifervil war shortly broke out be- 
tween the representatives of the Mikado and the supporters of the 
Shogun. The latter were repeatedly defeated. The Shogunate 
was abolished. Henceforth the Mikado was the real as well as the 
nominal head of the state. He abandoned the retirement in 
which his predecessors had lived so long, left Kioto in order to 
emphasize this fact, and established himself in Vedo, previously 
the Shogun’s capital, to which was now given the name Xokio, 
the Capital of the East (1868). 

The collapse of the Sliogunate, and the restoration of the 
Mikado to absolute power constituted the initial step of a re- 
markable and sweeping transformation of Japan, the beginning 
of a new era, which the Mikado himself called the era of 
‘‘enlightened rule.” Japan revolutionized lier political and 
social institutions in a few years, adopted with ardor the material 
and scientific civilization of the West, made herself in these 
respects a European state, and entered as a result upon an inter- 
inational career, which has already profoundly modified tlie world, 
'and is likely to be a constant and an increasing factor in 
’ the future development of the East. So complete, so rapid, 
so hearty an appro])riation of an alien civilization, a civiliza- 
tion against which every precaution of exclusion had for 
centuries been taken, is a change unique in the history of the 
world, and notable for the audacity and the intelligence displayed. 
The entrance upon this course was a direct result of Perry's 
expedition. The Japanese revolution will always remain an 
astounding story. Once begun with the abolition of the Shogun- 
ate, it proceeded with great rapidity. In 1871 the Daimios or 
nobles, most of whom had sided with th6 Mikado, voluntarily 
relinquished their feudal rights, and the feudal system, which 
had lasted for over eight hundred years, was entirely abolished. 
The old warrior class of Samurai, numbering about four hundred 
thousand, gave up their class privileges, and became ordinary 
citizens. All this cleared the way for a general anJoption of 
European institutions. In place of the former military class 
arose an army based on European models. Military service was 
declared universal and obligatory in 1872. The German system, 
which has revolutionized Europe, began to revQlutionize Asia. 
Soldiers entered upon military service at the age of twenty, served 
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three years in the active army, and four in the reserve, and 
were liable to be called out in any time of crisis until the age 
of forty. The army was thus made national. European officers 
were imported to train it. A navy was started, and dockyards 
and arsenals were constructed. 

The first railroad was begun in 1870 between Tokio and 
Yokohama. Thirty years later tliere were over 8,600 miles in 
operation. To-day tliere are 5,000. Steam navigation was 
begun, a telegraph system commenced in 1868, a postal system 
instituted, and in 1878 a Stock Exchange and a Chamber of 
Commerce were opened at Tokio. The educational methods of 
the ^Vest were also introduced. A university was established at 
Tokio, and later another at Kioto. Professors from abroad 
were induced to accept important positions in them. Students 
showed great enthusiasm in pursuing the new learning. Public 
schools were created rapidly, and by 1888 about 8,800,000 
jmpils were receiving education. In 1881 the study of English 
was introduced into them. Compulsorv military service and the 
system of education tend(?d to fuse the peojile into a homogeneous 
whole, jiermcated with the same spirit of progress, optimism, and 
patriotism. Newspapers, first permitted in 1869, multiplied 
rapidly, until in 1882 there were over a hundred. Translations 
of foreign books were published unceasingly. Vaccination was 
introduced, and in 1878 the liuropcan calendar was adopted. 
The codes of law, civil and criminal, and the code of judicial 
procedure were thoroughly remodeled after an exhaustive study 
of European systems. The equality of all citizens before the 
law w^as j)roclaimed, and to crown this work of peaceful revolu- 
tion a constitution was granted by the Mikado. The Mikado 
had promised this in 1881, and had declared that in 1890 Japan 
should have a parliament. He was true to his word. In 1881 
a commission, at who^e head was Count Ito, went to Europe to 
study the political systems in operation there. After its return 
the information gathered was carefully studied by a special body 
appointed for the purpose. This body drafted a constitution in 
which the influence of England, the Ignited States, Germany, and 
other countries can easily be traced. Eight years were spent 
upon the elaboration of this document, wliicli was proclaimed in 
1889. It established a ])arliament of tAvo chambers, a. Hou^e of 
Peers, and a House of Representatives. The vote for thelattef 
body was given to men of twenty-five 3 Tars of age who paid direct 
taxes to the state of about seven dollars and a half. This was 
reduced in 1900 to those paying about five dollars. The members 
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of tljc popular house receive salaries. The constitution reserves 
very large powers for the monarch. Parliament met for the first 
time in 1890. 

Thus Japan, as soon as she recognized the superiority of 
foreign nations, reversed her long-established policy of seclusion, 
and, instead of lying helpless before them, studied them carefully, 
adopted all of the machinery of their civilization, political, 
military, industrial, intellectual, that seemed to promise advan- 
tage, and in a few years emerged c()m[)letely revolutionized and 
immensely strengthened. Not that such far-reaching reforms 
occasioned no dissatisfaction, for they did — and even a rebellion 
— which was easily put down. The test of rejuvenated Japan 
came in the last decade of the nineteenth century and the first 
of the twentieth, and proved the solidity of this amazing achieve- 
ment. lluring those years she foughi: and defeated two powers 
apparently much stronger than herself, China and Russia, and 
took her place as an equal in the family of nations. 

CHINO-JAPANESE WAR AND ITS CONSEQUENCES 

A w'ar in which the efficiency of the transformed Japan was 
clearly established broke out with China in 1894. The immediate 
cause was the relations of the two powers to Korea, a peninsula 
lying between China and Japan, about six hundred miles long, 
with an area one-fifth less than that of Great Britain, and a 
population of ten or twelve million. This territory was a king- 
dom, but both China and Ja[)an claimed suzerainty over it. 
Japan had an interest in extending her claims, as she desired 
larger markets for her products. Friction was frequent between 
the two countries concerning their rights in Korea, as a conse- 
quence of which Japan began a war in which, with her modern 
army, she was easily victorious over her giant neighbor, whose 
armies fought in the old Asiatic style with a traditional Asiatic 
equipment. The Japanese drove the Cliinese out of Korea, 
defeated their navy in the battle of the Yalu, invaded Manchuria, 
where they seized the fortress of Port Arthur, the strongest 
position in eastern Asia, occupied the liiao-tung penj psiil a on 
which that fortress is located, and prepared to advalice toward 
Peking. The Chinese, alarmed for their capital, agreed to make 
peace, and signed the treaty of Shmionmseki (April 17, 1895), 
by which they ceded Port Arthur, the Liao-tiyig peninsula, the 
island of Formosa, and the Pescadores Islands ^o Ja})an, also 
agreeing to ])ay a large war indemnity of two hundred millioji 
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taels (about $175,000,000). China recognized the complete 
independence of Korea. 

But in tfie hour of her triumph Japan was thwarted by a 
European intervention, and deprived of tlie fruits of her victory. 
Russia now entered in decisive fashion upon a scene where she 
was to play a prominent part for the next ten years. The 
advance of Russia in eastern Asia had early aroused the appre- 
hension of the Japanese. The building of the Trans-Siberian 
railroad, begun in 1891, seemed to them to indicate that Russia 
was cherishing ulterior ambitions. The Japanese felt that a 
further increase of Russian power in Asia would be a menace to 
themselves. Their anxiety ])roved well founded. Russia showed 
that she entertained plans directly" opposed to those of the 
Japanese. She induced France and Germany to join her in 
forcing them to give up the most im])ortant rewards of their 
victory, to which the conquered Chinese had consented in the 
treaty. These powers were determined that Japan should not 
have Port Arthur, should not have any foothold on the conti- 
nent of Asia. They therefore demanded, “ in the cause of peace 
and amity,” that the treaty be revised. The reason given by 
the Russian Government to the Japanese Government was that 
“ the possession of the peninsula of Liao-tung, claimed by 
Japan, would be a constant menace to the capital of China, 
would, at the same time, render illusory the independence of 
Korea, and would henceforth be a perpetual obstacle to the 
permanent peace of the Far East,” and the Tsar advised the 
Mikado “ to renounce the definite possession of the peninsula of 
Liao-tung.” This was a bitfer blow to the Japanese. Recog- 
nizing, however, tliat it would be folly to o])p{)se the three great 
military ])owers of Europe, they yielded to the “ advice,” restored 
Port Arthur and the peninsula to China, and withdrew from the 
mainland, highly indignant at the action of the powers, and re- 
solved to increase their army and navy and develop their 
resources as rapidly and as fully as ])ossible, believing that their 
enemy in Asia was Russia, with whom a day of reckoning must 
come sooner or later, and confirmed in this belief by events that 
crowded thick and fast in the next few years. 

The insincerity of the powers in talking about the integrity 
of China and the peace of the East was not long in manifesting 
itself. The intervening powers immediately set about , reaping 
their reward. Russia secured the right to run the eastern end 
of the Trans-Siberian railroad across Manchuria, a province of^ 
China, to Vladivostok, and to construct a branch line south from? 
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Harbin into the Liao-tung peninsula, with a terminus at Talien- 
wan. At tlie end of a certain time, and under certain conditions 
this railroad was to pass into the possession of China, but mean- 
while Russia was given the right to send her own soldiers into 
Manchuria to guard it. This was the beginning of Russian 
control of Manchuria. She poured tens of thousands of troops 
into tliat Cliinese province, and gradually acted as if it were 
Russian. Slie also acquired extensive mineral and timber rights 
in the province. 

In 1897 two German missionaries v-ere murdered in the province 
of Shantung. The German Emperor immediately sent a fleet to 
demand redress. As a result Germany secured (March 5, 1898)^ 
from China a ninety-nine-year lease of the fine harbor of Kiau- 
chau, witli a considerable area round about, and extensive com- 
mercial and financial privileges in the wdiole province of Shantung. 
Indeed, that province became a German sphere of influence.” 

This action encouraged Russia to make further demands. She* 
acquired from China (^farch 27, 1898) a lease for twenty-five 
years of Port Arthur, the strongest position in eastern Asia, 
which, as she had stated to Japan in 1895, enabled the possessor 
to threaten Peking and to disturb tlie peace of the Orient. 
France and England also each ac(|uired a port on similar terms 
of lease. The powers also forced China to open a dozen new 
ports to the trade of the world, and extensive rights to establish 
factories and build railways and develo]) mines. 

It seemed, in the summer of 1898, that China was about to 
undergo the fate of Africa, that it was to be carved up among 
the various powers. This movement was checked by the rise of 
a bitterly anti-foreign party, occasioned by these acts of aggres- 
sion, and culminating in the^^Boxer insurrections of 1900. The 

Boxers ” were one of the numerous secret societies which abound 
in China. They were vehemently o])posedr to foreigners and to 
the foreign ideas which their oAvn Emperor, after the defeat at 
the hands of the Japanese, wished to adopt. They en joyed the 
support of the Empress-Dowager, aunt of the Emperor, a 
woman of remarkable force, who had been for many years the 
real ruler of China during the minority of the latter^ She now 
emerged from her retirement, and by a coup d’etat pushed the 
Emperor aside, stopping abruptly the liberal reforms wdiich he 
was inaugurating. The Government, for she was henceforth the 
leading power in the state, was in sympathy 'and probably in 
direct connivance with the Boxers. This movement grew rap- 
idly, and spread over northern China. Its aim was to drive the 
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foreign devils into the seaj’ Scores of missionaries and their 
families were killed, and hundreds of Chinese converts murdered 
in cold blood. Finally, the Legations of the various powers in 
Peking were besieged, and for weeks Europe and America feared 
that all the foreigners there would be massacred. In the presence 
of this common danger the powers were obliged to drop their 
jealousies and rivalries, and send a relief expedition, consisting 
of troops from «Japan, Russia, Germany, France, Great Britain, 
and the United States. The Legations were rescued, just as 
their resources were exliausted by the siege of two months (June 
13-August 14, 1900). Tlie international army suppressed the 
Boxer movement after a short campaign, forced the Chinese to 
pay a large indemnity, and to punisli the ringleaders. In form- 
ing this international army, the })owers liad agreed not to ac- 
quire territory, and at tlie close of the war they guaranteed the 
integrity of China. Whether this would mean anything remained 
to be seen. 

The integrity of China had been invoked in 1895 and ignored 
in the years following. Russia, France, and Germany had 
appealed to it as a reason for demanding the evacuation of Port 
Arthur by tlie Japanese in 1895. Soon afterward Germany had 
virtually annexed a ])ort and a province of China, and France 
had also acapiired a port in the south. Then came the most 
decisive act, the securing of Port Arthur by Russia. This 
caused a wave of indignation to sweep over Japan, and the 
])cople of that country were with difficulty kept in check by the 
prudence of their statesmen. The acquisition of Port Arthur by 
Russia meant that now she had a harbor ice-free the year round. 
That Russia did not look upon her possession as merely a short 
lease, but as a permanent one, was unmistakablj’ shown by her 
conduct. She constructed a railroad south from Harbin, cen- 
necting with tlie Trans-Siberian. She threw thousands of 
troops into Mancliuria ; she set about immensely strengthening 
Port Artliur as a fortress, and a considerable fleet was stationed 
there. To the Japanese all this seemed to prove that she pur- 
posed ultimately to annex the immense ])rovince of IManchuria, 
and later probably Korea, which w^ould give her a large number 
of ice-free*harbors and place her in a dominant position on the 
Pacific, menacing, the Japanese felt, the very existence of Japan. 
Moreover, this would absolutely cut off all chance of possible 
Japanese expansion in these directions, and of the acquisition of 
their markets »for Japanese industries. The ambitions of the 
two powers to dominate the East clashed, and, in addition, to 
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Japan the matter seemed to involve her permanent safety, even 
in her island empire. 

Meanwliile, tlie other powers, observing the increai^ing Russian 
control of JManchuria, repeatedly asked that power her inten- 
tions. Kiissian annexation of Manchuria would probably mean 
the closing of that province to the (‘ommerce of the rest of the 
world. The powers were, therefore, insistent, particularly the 
United States and England, in urging tlie policy of the “ open 
door.” Russia gave the powers the formal promise to withdraw 
from Manchuria ‘‘ as soon as lasting order shall have been estab- 
lished ” there, but she steadily refused to specify the date, and 
this became, therefore, one of the subjects of diplomatic 
negotiation. 

Japan’s prestige at this time was greatly increased by a treaty 
concluded with England in 1902, establisliing a defensive alliance 
according to which the two powers actuated sole! 3 ^ by a desire 
to maintain the status quo and general peace in the extreme 
East, being, moreover, especially interested in maintaining the 
territorial integrity of the Empire of China and the Empire of 
Korea, and in securing equal o})portunities in those countries for 
the commerce and industry of all nations,” agreed, among other 
things, to remain strictly neutral in case either power became 
involved in a war concerning these matters, but also agreed tliat 
if a third power should join the emnny against the ally, then tlie 
second power would drop its neutralitv and come to the assist- 
ance of its all v, making war and peace in common with it. This 
meant that if France or Germany should aid Russia in a war 
with Japan, then England would aid Ja])an. In a war between 
Russia and Japan alone England would be neutral. This treaty 
was, therefore, of great practical importance to Japan, and it 
also increased her prestige. For the first time in history, an 
Asiatic power had entered into an allianye with a European 
power on a plane of entire equalitv. Japan had entered the 
family of nations, and it was remarkable evidence of her impor- 
tance that Great Britain saw advantage in an alliance with her. 

Russia, wdth the other powers, had recognized the integrity 
of China. Her position differed from theirs in that she had a 
large army in Manchuria, a Chinese province, and a leasehold 
of the strong fortress and naval base of Fort Arthur. She had 
definitely promised to withdraw from Manchuria when order 
should be restored, but she declined ro irake th^ statement more 
explicit. Her military preparations increasing alt the while, the 
Japanese demanded of her the date at which she intended to 
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withdraw her troops from Manchuria, order having apparently 
been restored. Negotiations between the two powers dragged 
on from August 1903 to February 1901. Japan, believing that 
Russia was merely trying to gain time to tigliten her grip on 
Manchuria by elaborate and intentional delay and evasion, and 
to prolong the discussion until she had sufficient troops in the 
province to be able to throw aside the mask, suddenly broke off 
diplomatic relations and commenced hostilities. On the night of 
the 8th-~9th of Februar}^, 1901, the Japanese torpedoed a part 
of the Russian fleet before Fort Arthur and tlirew their armies 
into Korea. 

The Russo-Japanese war, thus begun, lasted from February 
1901 to September 1905. It was foughf oji both land and sea. 
Russia had two fleets in Asiatic waters, one at Port Arthur and 
one at Vladivostok. Her land connection with eastern Asia was 
by the long single track of the Trans-Siberian railway. Japan 
succeeded in bottling the l^ort Arthur fleet at the very outset of 
the war. Controlling the Asiatic waters she was able to trans- 
{)ort armies and munitions to the scene of the land w^arfare with 
only slight losses at the liands of the Vladivostok fleet. ,One 
army drove the Russians out of Korea, back from the Yalu. ^ 
Another under General Oku landed on the Liao-tung peninsula 
and cut off tlie connections of Port Arthur with Russia. It 
attempted to take Port Arthur by assault, but was unable to 
carry it, and finally began a siege. This siege was conducted 
by General Nogi, General Oku being engaged in driving the 
Russians back upon jMukden. The Russian General Kuropatkin 
marched south from Mukden to relieve Port Arthur. South of 
Mukden great battles occurred. That of Liao-yang, engaging 
])robably half a million men and lasting several days, resulted 
in a victory of tlic Japanese, who entered Inao-yang September 
1904. Their objective now^ was Mukden. Meanwdiile, in 
August, the Japanese? had defeated disastrously both the Port 
Arthur and Vladivostok fleets, eliminating them from the war. 
The terrific bombardment of Port Arthur continued until that 
fortress surrendered after a siege of ten months, costing the 
Japanese 60,000 in killed and wounded (January I 9 1905). 
The army »vvhich had conducted this siege was now' able to march 
northwaixl to co-operate with General Oku around Mukden. 
There several battles were fought, the greatest since the Franco- 
German w^ar of 1870, lasting in each case several daj^s. The 
hist, at MukdcjH I^March 6 — 10 , 1905), cost both armies 120,000 
nien killed and w'ounded in four days’ fighting. The Russians 
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were defeated and evacuated Mukden, leaving 40,000 prisoners 
in the hands of tlie Japanese. 

Another incident of the war was the sending out from Russia 
of a new fleet under Admiral Rodjestvensky, which, after a long 
voyage, was attacked at its close by Admiral Togo as it entered 
the Sea of Japan and anniliilated in the great naval battle of the 
Straits of Tsushima, IMay 27, 1905. 

The two powers finally consented, at tlie suggestion of Presi- 
dent Roosevelt, to send delegates to Poi'tsmouth, New Hampshire, 
to sec if the war could be brought to a close. Tlie result was 
the signing of the Treaty of Portsmouth, September 5, 1905. 
The war between Japan and Russia had been fought in lands 
belonging to neither power, in Korea, and principally in Man- 
churia, a province of China, yet Korea and China took no part 
in the war, were passive spectators, poAverless to preserve the 
neutrality of their soil or their independent sovereignty. 

By the Treaty of Portsmouth Russia recognized Japan’s 
paramount interests in Korea, which country, however, was to 
remain independent. Both tlie Russians and the Japanese were 
to evacuate iManchuria. Russia transferred to eJapan her lease 
of Port Arthur and the Iiiao>tung peninsula, and ceded the 
southern half of the island of Saghalin. 

Japan thus stood forth the dominant power of the Orient. 
She had expanded in ten years by the annexation of Formosa and 
Saghalin. She did not long regard Korea as independent, but 
a few years after the war annexed her (1910). She possessed 
Port Arthur, and her position in jManchuria was one which gaA^e 
rise to much diplomatic discussion. She had an army of 600,000 
men, equipped Avith all the most modern apjdiances of destruc- 
tion, a navy about the size of that of France, flourishing indus- 
tries, and flourishing commerce. The drain upon her resources 
during the period just passed had been tremendous, and, appreci- 
ating the need of many years of quiet tecuperation and u])- 
building, she was willing to make the Peace of Portsmouth. Her 
financial difficulties were great, imposing an abnormally heavy 
taxation. No people had accomplished so vast a transformation 
in so short a time. 

The lesson of these tremendous events was not lost upon the 
Chinese. The victories of Japan, an Oriental state, over a great 
Occidental power, as well as over China, convinced many influen- 
tial Chinese of the advantage to be derived from an adoption of 
European methods, an appropriation of Eur6j)(?an knowledge. 
Moreover, they saw that the only way to repel the aggressions 
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of outside powers was to be equipped with the weapons used by 
the aggressor. 

The leaven of reform began to work fruitfully in the Middle 
Kingdom. A military spirit arose in this state, which formerly 
despised the martial virtues. Imder the direction of Japanese 
instructors a beginning was made in the construction of a 
Chinese army after European models and equipped in European 
fashion. The acquisition of western knowledge was encouraged. 
Students went in large numbers to the schools and universities 
of Europe and America. Twenty thousand of them went to 
Ja])an. The state encouraged the process by throwing open the 
civil service, that is, official careers, to those who obtained honors 
in examinations in western subjects. Schools were opened 
throughout the country. Even ])iiblic schools for girls were 
established in some places, a remarkable fact for any Oriental 
country. In 1906 an edict was issued aiming at the prohibition 
of the use of opium within ten years. This edict was later put 
into execution and the opium trade was declared suppressed. If 
it still continued to a certain extent, it was as an outlawed and 
illicit traffic. 

Political reorganization was also undertaken. An imperial 
commission was sent to Europe in 1905 to study the re])resenta- 
tive systems of various countries, and on its return a committee, 
consisting of many high dignitaries, was appointed to study its 
report. In August, 1908, an official edict was issued promising, 
in fhe name of the Emperor, a constitution in 1917. 

But the process of transformation was destined to proceed 
more rapidly than was contemplated. Radical and revolution- 
ary parties appeared upon the scene, demanding a constitution 
immediately. As the Imperial Government could not resist, it 
granted one in 1911 establishing a parliament w»th extensive 
])owers. To cap all, in central and southern China a republican 
movement arose and ’spread rapidly. Finally a republic was 
proclaimed at Nanking and Dr. Sun Yat Sen, who had been 
educated in part in the United States, was elected president. 
A clash between this republican movement and the imperial party 
in the north resulted in the forced abdication of the boy Emperor 
(February/ 1912). This was the end of the Manchu dynasty. 
Thereupon Yuan Shih K’ai was chosen President of the Republic 
of China. The situation confronting the new Republic was 
extremely grave. Would it prove possible to establish the new 
regime upon solicl and enduring bases, or would the Republic 
fall a prey to the internal dissensions of the Chinese, or to foreign 
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aggression at the hands of European powers, or, more likely, a\ 
the hands of an ambitious and militaristic neighbor, Japan? 
These were the secrets of the future. 

Yuan Shih K’ai was elected for a term of five years. His 
administration was marked by a growing tension between his 
increasingly autocratic tendencies and the liberal and radical 
tendencies of Parliament. In the midst of his term, the Presi- 
dent died, June 6, 1910. He was succeeded by Li Yuan-Lung, 
the Vice-President, generally considered more loyal to republican 
principles. 



CHAPTER XXXIV 


RUSSIA aftp:r thp: war with japan 

We arc now in a position to continue with some understanding 
our study of the recent history of Russia, a liistory at once 
crowded, intricate, turbulent. Tlie next chapter of that liistory 
is the record of the reaction of the Japanese War ujion Russia 
li(‘rself, the record of wliat is now connnonly called tlie first Rus- 
sian Revolution. 

That war was from the bcgining unpopular with the Russians. 
Consisting of a series of defeats, its unpopularity onlj^ increased, 
and the indignation and wrath of the peoj)le were shown during 
its course in many ways. The Government was justly held 
responsible, and was discredited by its failure. As this added 
greatly to the already existing discontent, the Government found 
itself powerless to repress the expression of that discontent in 
tlie usual summary fashion. There was for many months extraor- 
dinary freedom of discussion, of the press, of speech, cut short 
now and then by the officials, only to break out later. The war 
with Ja})an had for the Government most unexpected and un- 
welcome consequences. The very winds were let loose. 

The iMinister of the Interior, in whose hands lay the mainte- 
nance of public order, was at this time Von Plehve, one of the 
most bitterly hated men in recent Russian history. Von Plehve 
liad been in power since 1902 and had revealed a character of 
unusual harshness. He had incessantly and pitilessly prosecuted 
liberals everywhere, had filled the prisons with his victims, had 
been the center of the movement against the Finns previously 
tiescribed, and seems to have secretly favored tlie horrible mas- 
sacres of Jews which occurred at this time. He w^as detested as 
few men have been. He attempted to suppress in the usual man- 
ner the rising volume of criticism occasioned by the war by apply- 
ing the san/e ruthless methods of breaking up meetings, exiling 
to Siberia students, professional men, w^orkmen. He was killed 
July 1904 by a bomb thrown under his carriage by a former 
student. Russia breathed more easily. 

The Emperor* Nicholas II now showed a disposition to depart 
"somewhat from the rigorous policy of Von Plehve. He appointed 
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as Minister of Home Affairs in September, Prince Sviatopolk 
Mirski, a man of liberal tendencies. The new minister annouiieod 
“ that though the Russian ])eo])le are as yet unfit* for constitii^ 
tional government, the local representative institutions of tlu^ 
E^m})ire (the zemstvos) might be given greater freedom of action 
and larger op]:)ortunities without risk to tlie established system,'' 
and he spoke of “sincere confidence in the peojde ” as essential 
to good government. This aroused fhe ho})es of the liberals. The 
press was allowed great freedom, which it used to express the 
])eo pie’s demands, and in November 1904 rei^resentatives from 
the zemstvos were permitted to meet in St. Petersburg to shifi^ 
and discuss what they considered the needs of the country. Ma?iv 
other bodies did the same. I^awyers, academic and professional 
faculties, h'arned societies, cify councils, all criticised existing’ 
abuses and demanded renu'dies. Never had the Russian peoplr 
uttered their desires so freely. A few months before under Plehve 
such meetings would have been broken up and their participants 
treated with customary severity. 

It ap])eared from all these expressions of opinion that though 
the liberals differed from each’ other on many matters, they W(‘ie 
agreed on certain ])oints. They demanded that the reign of law 
be established in Russia, tliat the era of bureaucratic and police 
control, recognizing no limits of irKjuisition and of cruelty, should 
cease. They demanded the individual rights usual in \vesf(‘rn 
Kurope, freedom of conscience, of speech, of publication, of ])uh- 
lic meetings and associations, of justice administered by inde- 
pendent judges, of legal trials for alleged lawbreakers. They 
also demanded greater ])artici})ation of the people in local gov- 
ernment, some sort of a national parliament which should share 
in making the laws of the Empire, and which should control the 
officials, and a national constituent assembly, to be summoned 
immediately, with power to frame a constitution embodying these 
privileges in fundamental law\ The last two demands w^ere con- 
sidered by far the most important — a convention to give a 
constitution to Russia, and a {)arliament henceforth to make the 
laws. But, how^ever j)assionate and universal the demands, the 
Tsar showed no inclination to grant them, and the discontent 
continued, fanned by the disclosures of the w^ar, wdiidn grew ever 
more unpopular and disastrous as it progressed. Thousands of 
soldiers of the reserve, called out, escaped to Germany and Aus- 
tria. Others were forced, only at the point of the bayonet, into the 
trains that were to carry them to Manchuria, iinndreds of thou- 
sands of w^orkmen were thrown out of employment by the failure 
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of business enterprises, caused by the war ; the harvest was bad, 
and it was found that the officials were enriching themselves at 
the expense of the nation’s honor, selling for private gain sup- 
plies intended for the army, even seizing the funds of the Red 
Cross Society. The war continued to be a series of humiliating 
and sanguinary defeats, and on January 1, 1905, came the sur- 
render of Port Arthur after a fearful siege. 

The revolutionary agitation continued. The people desired 
concessions from the Tsar, but none came from him. University 
.students in Moscow and St. I\?tersburg marched through the 
.streets shouting, Dowji with autocracy.” ‘‘Stop the war!” 
Kinally, the Tsar spoke. Toward the end of December 1904 he 
issued a decree in reply to the public demands. In it he stated 
ihe reforms which he consideu*ed were most needed, and ordered 
the ministers to })repare the laws necessary to effect them. Some 
of tliese were identical with the wishes expressed by tlie zemstvos 
and other assemblies, but tlie reformers noticed one critical omis- 
.sion. There was no mention of a national assembly. It was 
clear that, Avhile the Emperor might grant some reforms, he had 
no intention of reducing his own autocratic ])owers, of restricting 
the bureaucracy, or of allowing the ])e()ple any share in the 
government. 

The agitation, therefore, continued unabated, more and more 
embittered as the war progressed. January was signalized by 
an event that aroused the horror of the civilized world — the 
slaughter of “ Bloody Sunday ” (January 22, 1905). Workmen 
in immense numbers under the leaderslii]) of a radical priest, 
F/ither Gapon, tried to approach the Imj)erial Palace in St. 
IMersburg, ho[)ing to be able to lay tljeir grievances directly 
before the Emperor, as they liad no faitli in any of the officials. 
Instead of that, they were attacked by tlie Cossacks and the 
regular troops and thej’esult was a f(‘arfu] loss of life, how large 
cannot be accurately stated. 

All through the year 1905 tumults and disturbances occurred. 
Prince Sviatopolk iMirski, ill, foiled at every step, and under- 
niined by reactionaries, was replaced by Buliguin (February 
1905). The Government resumed its customary methods. Deeds 
uf violence Und repression on its ])art were met in turn by as- 
"^nssinations and bomb-throwing on the part of the revolutionists. 
Immense strikes were organizecl. Peasants burned the houses of 
Ihe nobles. IVIutinies in the army and navy were frequent. The 
uncle of the Tsar, the Grand Duke Sergius, one of the most 
pronounced reactionaries in the Empire, who had said “ the 
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people wants the stick,” was assassinated. Russia was in a state 
bordering on anarchy. Finally tlie Tsar sought to reduce ilw 
ever-mounting spirit of opposition by issuing a manifesto, con- 
cerning the representative assembly which was so vehement] v 
demanded (August 19, 1905). 

In tliis he announced that wliile preserving the fundamental 
law regarding the autocratic power,” he liad resolved to call, not 
later than January 1906, a state council, or Duma, consisting 
of elected representatives from the wliole of Russia. But this 
manifesto was only another disappointment to the reformers, as 
the Duma was to be merely a consultative body, not a real legisla- 
ture, as the elections to it were to be conducted by the very class 
most hated and distrusted, the bureaucracy, as tlie working and 
professional classes were not given the suffrage, and as the sessions 
of the Duma were not to be public. How small the electorate 
was to be was shown from the fact that St. Petersburg, with n 
population of over a million and a half, would have only nine 
thousand five hundred voters. 

Feeling, therefore, tliat the Phnperor’s concessions were inadc - 
(luate and illusory, that Russia must be assured far greater lib- 
erties, the revolutionary parties continued their agitation. An 
agency of great effect when com|)letely applied was now resorled 
to, the general strike. Under certain conditions, when govern- 
ments dispose of large, well-ecpiipped armies against which the 
people are powerless to fight, this is a wea])on of great value 
It is, however, difficult to set in operation, involving, as it does, 
the co-operation of Aast numbers in a strike, whicli can be main- 
tained only if the strikers have reserve funds large enough to 
prevent starvation. In Russia in October 1905 the attempt wns 
made. It began with a railway strike, which included the whole 
Empire, and whicli cut off* all communication both within Russin 
and with the outside world. Any one wishing to travel was forced 
to use the ordinary highways or the water, if that were possible. 
Commerce was tied up. ^Merchants could neither ship nor re- 
ceive goods. Similar strikes occurred in most of the great fac- 
tories. Practically all shops, except provision stores, were 
closed. In the large towns the gas and electric light companies 
ceased to operate. Druggists refused to svW medicihes until re- 
forms should be granted. The students of the universities struck, 
law^yers also; the law courts were closed. No newspajiers ap- 
peared. Stocks fell rapidly. , 

This sharj), sweeping suspension of the ordinal y and necessarv 
activities of life created an insupportable situation, and exerted 
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a terrific pressure on the Government. Forced to yield, at least 
somewhat, the Tsar issued a manifesto October 30, 1905, grant- 
ing ‘‘the immutable foundations of civic liberty,” freedom of 
speech, of conscience, of association, extending the suffrage to 
iiiose then lacking it, leaving the matter of the permanent fran- 
chise to be determined by tlic Duma, and, most important of all, 
establishing “as an immutable rule that no law can come into 
force without the approval of the Duma, and that it shall be 
possible for the representatives of the people to participate ef- 
fectively in the supervision of the legality of the acts of the 
public officials.” Count Witte was at the same time appointed 
prime minister, and l^obyedonosteff*, hated by all liberals as the 
very soul of the cruel government of the last twenty years, was 
removed from his [)osition. 

But it was evident that the ])oHce and bureaucrats intendefl 
to continue their usual ])ractice of breaking u[) meetings, shoot- 
ing, and arresting at will. ^Moreover, the revolutionists were not 
satisfied with the Tsar’s concessions, but demanded the convoca- 
tion of an assembly elected by universal suffrage which should 
draw up a constitution for Russia, as a preliminary step abso- 
lutely essential to reassure the people. This the Tsar would not 
grant. The strike* went on through November, new classes join- 
ii]g it, such as the letter carriers and telegraph o])eratoi*s. 
Dangerous mutinies in the army and navy were frequent, and 
brutal and bloody attacks u])on the Jews, inspired in many cases 
by government officials, shocked the western world. There was 
iiiiich street fighting in IVIoscow and other [daces. The Govern- 
ment refused the constituent assembly, but it ordered the elec- 
tions for the Duma to be held. ^Moreover, it made concessions 
to Finland which brouglit peace to that distracted country, by 
restoring the rights enjoyed by the duchy before the late usur- 
pations. Russia continued in a highly troubled state, in fact, an 
irregular kind of civil war between reactionaries seeking to re- 
cover lost ground and revolutionists bent u])on preventing a 
r(*turn to the old conditions. That the old odious methods were 
still extremely vigorous was shown by the fact that, in January 
1906 alone.^ 78 newspapers were suspended, 58 editors arrested, 
Juul thousands of people thrown into prison or exiled to Siberia, 
and most of Russia placed under martial law ; all this after the 
Tsar in October had recognized the civil rights of the individual. 

The Tsar had ^promised the Duma, which was to be a law- 
*^>aking body and was to have a supervision over the actions of 
officials. But before it met he proceeded to clip its wings. He 
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issued a decree constituting a Council of the Empire, that is, a 
body consisting largely of official appointees from the bureau- 
cracy, or of persons associated with the older order of things, as 
a kind of Upper Chamber of the legislature, of which the Duma 
should be the Lower. An elective element was to be introduced 
into the Council of the Emjnre. Tvaws must have the consent of 
both Council and Duma before being submitted to tlie Tsar for 
approval. 

The elections to the Duma \vere held in Marcli and April 190(5, 
and resulted in a large majority for the Constitutional Demo- 
crats, popularly called the Cadets,” a name derived from the 
initial letters of the name of the party. Count Witte now re- 
signed and was succeeded by (Toremykin, whose first act was to 
issue in the name of the Tsar certain organic ]aw^s,” laws that 
could not be touclied by tlie Duma. Thus the powers of that 
body w^ere again restricted, before it had even met. 

The Duma was opened by Nicholas II in person with elaborate 
ceremony, May 10, 1906. It was destined to have a short and 
stormy life. It showed from the beginning that it desired a 
thoroughgoing reform of Russia along tlie wxdl-knowui lines of 
western liberalism. It w^as combated by the court and bureau- 
cratic parties, wliich had not been able to prevent its meeting, 
but which were bent upon rendering it pow^erless, and were only 
w'^aiting for a favorable time to secure its abolition. It demanded 
an amnesty for all political offenders. The first thought at 
the first assembly of the representatives of the Russian nation 
should be for those who have sacrificed their freedom for their 
country,” said one orator. It was only able, however, to secure 
a partial amnesty. It demanded that the Council of the Empire, 
the second chamber, should be reformed, as it w as under the com- 
plete control of the Emperor, and was thus able to nullify the 
work of the people’s chamber. It demanded that the ministers be 
made responsible to the Duma as the only way of giving the 
people control over the officials. It demanded the abolition of 
martial law throughout the Empire, under cover of which all 
kinds of crimes were being perpetrated by the governing classes. 
It passed a bill abolishing capital punishment. As the needs of 
the peasants were most pressing, it demanded that the lands 
belonging to the state, the crown, and the monasteries be given 
to them on long leases. 

The Duma lasted a little over two months.* Its debates were 
marked by a high degree of intelligence and by frequent displays 
of eloquence, in which several peasants distinguished themselves. 
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It criticised the abuses of the Government freely and scathingly. 
Its sessions were often stormy, the attitude of the ministers fre- 
quently contemptuous. It was foiled in all its attempts at 
reform by the Council of the Empire, and by the Tsar. 

The crucial contest was over the responsibility . of ministers. 
The Duma demanded this as the only way of giving the people 
an effective participation in the government. The Tsar steadily 
refused. A deadlock ensued. The public was inflamed and dis- 
orders were rife among the people. A radical party among the 
peasants demanded tliat all the land of the country be given to 
them outright, without payment. The Tsar cut the whole mat- 
ter short by dissolving the Duma, on July 22, 1906, stating that 
he was “ cruelly disappointed ” that “ the representatives of the 
nation, instead of applying themselves to productive legislation, 
had strayed into spheres beyond their competence, had inquired 
into the acts of local authorities established by himself, and had 
commented upon tlie imperfections of the fundamental laws, which 
could only be modified by his Imperial will.” March 5, 1907, 
was fixed as the date for the meeting of a new Duma. Stolypin 
was appointed prime minister in the place of Goremykin. Many 
of the members of the Duma went to Viborg in Finland, where 
they issued a manifesto, signed by 230 of them, protesting against 
the dissolution of the Duma, and calling upon the people to 
stand up for the downtrodden rights of popular representation,” 
and to give the Government neither soldiers nor money, as it had 
no right to either without the consent of the peopld^s representa- 
tives. They declared invalid all new loans that might be con- 
tracted without the a})proval of the Duma. As the people re- 
mained inactive, either because of indifference or becaiLse terror- 
ized, the manifesto proved a mere flash in the pan. Most of those 
who signed it were prosecuted later, and were provisionally dis- 
franchised and prevented from being elected to the second Duma. 

The second Duma was opened by the Tsar March 6, 1907. 
It did not work to the satisfaction of the Government. Friction 
between it and the ministry developed early and increased stead- 
ily. Finally the Government arrested sixteen of the members 
and indicted many others for carrying on an alleged revolution- 
ary propaganda. Tliis was, of course, a vital assault upon the 
integrity of the assembly, a gross infringement upon even the 
most moderate constitutional liberties. Preparing to contest this 
bigh-handed action, the Duma was dissolved on June 16, 1907, 
and a new one ^ordered to be elected in September, and to meet 
in November. An imperial manifesto was issued at the same time 



636 


RUSSIA AFTER THE WAR WITH JAPAN 


altering the electoral law in most sweeping fashion, and prac- 
tically bestowing the right of choosing the large majority of tlie 
members upon about 130,000 landowners. This also \vas a grave 
infringement upon the constitutional liberties hitherto granted, 
which had, among otlier things, promised that the electoral law 
should not be changed without the consent of the Duma. The 
Tsar asserted now that “ the right of abrogating the law and 
replacing it by a new law belongs only to the power which gav(‘ 
the first electoral law — the historic power of the Tsar of 
Russia.’’ 

The Government declared by word and by act that the autoc- 
racy of the ruler was undiminished. Illegalities of the old, fa- 
miliar kind were committed freely by officials. Reaction ruled 
unchecked. The third Duma, elected on a very limited and pluto- 
cratic , suffrage, was opened on November 14, 1907. It was 
composed in large measure of reactionaries, of large landowners. 
It proved a docile assembly. 

The Government did not dare to abolish the Duma outright, 
as urged by the reactionaries. The Duma continued to exist, 
but was rather a consultative than a legislative body. With tlie 
mere passage of time it took on more and more the character 
of a permanent institution, exerting a feeble influence on the 
national life. However, the government of Russia became again 
in practice what it had been before the war with Japan, what it 
had been all through the nineteenth century. The tremendous 
struggle for liberty had failed. There had been no “ revolution.” 
The former governing classes recovered control of the state, 
after the stormy years from 1904 to 1907, and applied once more 
their former principles. Among these were renewed attacks upon 
the Finns, increasingly severe measures against the Poles, and 
harsh treatment of the Jews. Russia was still wedded to her 
idols, or at least her idols had not been overthrown. Whether 
the war of 1914 would result in accomplishing what the war witli 
Japan began but did not achieve, a sweeping reformation of the 
institutions and policies, ambitions and mental outlook of the 
nation, was, of course, the secret of the future. 



CHAPTER XXXV 

THE BALKAN WARS OF 1912 AND 1913 
THE PEACE MOVEMENT 

The contemporary world, to a decree unprecedented in his- 
tory, has been dominated by the thought of war, by extraordinary 
preparations for war, and by zealous and concerted efforts to 
prevent war. Finally a conflict came which staggered the imag- 
ination and which soon clamped the entire world in its iron grip. 
This was a ghastly outcome of a century of development, rich 
beyond compare in many lines. It is, however, not inexplicable 
and it is important for us to sec how so melancholy, so sinister 
a turn was given to the destinies of the race. 

The rise and development of the militaristic spirit have been 
shown in the preceding pages. Tlie Prussian military system^ 
marked by scientific thoroughness and efficiency, was imitatef| 
by most of the countries of the Continent. Europe became iit 
the last quarter of the nineteenth century what she had never 
been before, literally an armed continent. The rivalry of the 
nations to have the most perfect instruments of destruction, the 
strongest army, and the strongest navy, became one of the most 
conspicuous features of the times. Ships of war were made so 
strong that they could resist attack. New projectiles of terrific 
force were consequently required and the torpedo was invented. 
A new agency would be useful to discharge this missile and thus 
the torpedo boat was, developed. To neutralize it was therefore 
the immediate necessity and the torpedo-boat destroyer was the 
result. Boats that could navigate beneath the waters would have 
an obvious advantage over those that could be seen, and the 
submarine was provided for this need. And finally men took 
possession of the air with dirigible balloons and aeroplanes, as 
aerial auxiliaries of war. Thus man’s immemorial occupation, 
war, gained from the advance of science and contributed to that 
advance. The wars of the past had been fought on the surface 
of the globe. TJhose of the future were to be fought in the 
heavens above,* and in the earth beneath, and in the waters under 
the earth. 
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But all this was tremendously expensive. It cost a hundred 
thousand dollars to construct the largest coast defense gun, 
which carried over twenty miles, and its single discharge cost a 
thousand dollars. Fifteen millions were necessary to build a 
dreadnought, and then came super-dreadnoughts, more costly 
still and more destructive. The debts of European countries 
were nearly doubled during the thirty years preceding 1914 
largely because of military expenditures. The military budgets 
of European states in a time of “ armed peace ” amounted to 
not far from a billion and a half dollars a year, half as much 
again as the indemnity exacted by Germany from France in 1871. 
The burden became so heavy, the rivalry so keen that it gave 
rise to a movement whicli aimed to end it. 

In the summer of 1898 the civil and military autliorities of 
Russia were considering how they might escape the necessity of 
replacing an antiquated kind of artillery with a more modern 
but very expensive one. Out of this discussion emerged the idea 
that it would be desirable, if possible, to check the increase of 
armaments. This could not be achieved by one nation alone but 
must be done by all, if done at all. The outcome of these dis- 
cussions was the issuance by the Tsar, Nicholas II, on August 
24, 1898, of a communication to the powers, suggesting that an 
international conference be held to consider the general ])roblem. 

The conference, thus suggested by the Tsar, was held at the 
Hague in_1899. Twenty-six of the fifty-nine sovereign govern- 
ments of the world were represented by one hundred members. 
Twenty of these states were European, four were Asiatic ^ — 
China, Japan, Persia, and Siam, — and two were American — 
the United States and Mexico. The Conference was opened on 
May 18 and closed on July 29. 

The official utterances of most of the delegates emphasized the 
frightful burden and waste of this vast expenditure upon the 
equipment for war, when all nations, big and little, needed all 
their resources for the works of peace, for education, for social 
improvement in many directions. Most of the delegates empha- 
sized also the loss entailed by compulsory military service, re- 
moving millions of young men from their careers, from 
productive activity, for several precious years. A German dele- 
gate, on the other hand, denied all this, denied that the necessary 
weight of charges and taxes portended approaching ruin and 
exhaustion, declared that the general welfare was increasing all 
the while, and that compulsory military service was not regarded 
in his country as a heavy burden, but as a sacred and patriotic 



THE FIRST HAGUE CONFERENCE 639 

duty to which his country owed its existence, its prosperity, and 
its future. 

With such differences of opinion the Conference was unable to 
reach any agreement upon the fundamental question which had 
given rise to its convocation. It could only adopt a resolution 
expressing the belief that ‘‘ a limitation of the military expenses 
which now burden the world is greatly to be desired in the inter- 
ests of the material and moral well-being of mankind,’’ and the 
desire that the governments “ shall take up the study of the pos- 
sibility of an agreement concerning the limitation of armed forces 
on land and sea, and of military budgets.” 

With regard to arbitration the Conference was more success- 
ful. It established a Permanent Court of Arbitration for the 
purpose of facilitating arbitration in the case of international 
disputes which it is found impossible to settle by the ordinary 
means of diplomacy. The Court does not consist of a group of 
judges holding sessions at stated times to try such cases as may 
be brought before it. But it is provided that each power “ shall 
select not more than four persons of recognized competence in 
questions of international law, enjoying the highest moral repu- 
tation and disposed to accept the duties of arbitrators,” and 
that their appointment shall run for six years and may be re- 
newed. Out of this long list the powers at variance may choose, 
in a manner indicated, the judges who shall then hear and decide 
any given case. Recourse to this Court is optional, but if the 
parties to a quarrel wish to arbitrate, the machinery is at hand, 
i\ fact which is, perhaps, an encouragement to its use. 

The work of the First Peace Conference was very limited and 
modest, yet encouraging. But that the new century was to 
bring not peace but a sword, that force still ruled the world, 
was shortly apparent. Those who were optimistic about the 
rapid spread of arbitration as a principle destined to regulate 
the international relations of the future were sadly disappointed 
by the meager results of the Conference, and were still more de- 
l)resscd by subsequent events. For almost on the very heels of 
this Conference, which it was hoped would further the interests 
of peace, came the devastating war in South Africa, followed 
tiuickly by^the w^ar between Russia and Japan. Also the expen- 
ditures of European states upon armies and navies continued to 
increase, and at an even faster rate than ever. During the eight 
years, from 189^ to 1906, they augmented nearly £70,000,000, 
the sum total mounting from £250,000,000 to £3*20,000,000. 

Such was the disappointing sequel of the Hague Conference. 
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But despite discouragements the friends of peace were active, 
and finally brought about the Second Conference at the Hague 
in 1907. This also was called by Nicholas II, though President 
Roosevelt had first taken the initiative. The Second Conference 
was in session from June 15 to October 18. It was attended 
by representatives from forty-four of the world’s fifty-seven 
states claiming sovereignty in 1907. The number of countries 
represented in this Conference, therefore, was nearly double that 
represented in the first, and the number of members was more 
than double, mounting from one hundred to two hundred and 
fifty-six. The chief additions came from the republics of Central 
and South America. Twenty-one European, nineteen American, 
and four Asiatic states sent delegates to this Second Conference. 
The Conference was not European but international, — the 
majority of the states were non-European. 

The Second Conference accomplished much useful work in the 
adoption of conventions regulating the actual conduct of war 
in more humane fashion, and in defining certain aspects of inter- 
national law with greater precision than heretofore. But con- 
cerning compulsory arbitration and concerning disarmament or 
the limitation of armaments, nothing was achieved. It passed 
this resolution: The Conference confirms the resolution adopted 
by the Conference of 1899 in regard to the restriction of military 
expenditures ; and, since military expenditures have increased 
considerably in nearly every country since the said year, the 
Conference declares that it is highly desirable to see the govern- 
ments take up the serious study of the question.” 

This Platonic resolution was adopted unanimously. A grim 
commentary on its importance in the eyes of the governments 
was contained in the history of the succeeding years with their 
ever-increasing military and naval appropriations, their tenser 
rivalry, their deepening determination to be ready for whatever 
the future might have in store. 

That future had in store, for 1912 and 1913, two desperate 
Balkan wars and, for 1914, an appalling cataclysm. 

THE COLLAPSE OF THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE 

We have seen with what enthusiasm the bloodless revolution 
of July 24, 1908, was hailed by all the races of Turkey. It 
seemed the brilliant dawn of a new era. It proved, however, to 
be the beginning of a long scries of disasters ^’fQr the Turkish 
Empire. From that 'day to the outbreak of the European War 



THE TURKISH REVOLUTION 


641 


six years later the Balkan peninsula was the storm center of the 
world. Event succeeded event, swift, startling, and sensational, 
tlirowing a lengthening and deepening shadow before. 

The ease with which the Young Turks overthrew in those July 
days of 1908 the loathsome regime of Abdul Hamid, and the 
principles of freedom which they proclaimed, aroused the hap- 
piest anticipations, and enlisted the liveliest sympathy among 
iiiutitudes within and without the Empire. The very atmosphere 
was charged with the hope and the expectation that the reign 
of liberty, equality? and fraternity was about to begin for this 
sorely visited land where unreason in all its forms had hitherto 
lield sway. Would not Turkey, rejuvenated, modernized, and 
liberalized, strong in the loyalty and well-being of its citizens, 
freed from the blighting inheritance of the past,J:ake an honor- ^ 
able place at last in the family of humane and progressive na-^^ 
tions.? Might not the old racial and religious feuds disappea^ 
under a new regime, where each locality would have a certain 
autonomy, large enough to ensure liberty in religion and in lan- 
guage. Might not a strong national patriotism be dcvelopedC 
out of the polygot conditions by freedom, a thing which despot- 
ism had never been able to evoke.? Might not Turkey become 
a stronger nation by adopting the principles of true toleration 
toward all her various races and religions.? Had not the time 
come for the elimination of these primitive but hardy prejudices < 
and animosities.? Might not races and creeds be subordinated 
to a large and essential unity.? jMight not this be the final, 
though unexpected, solution of the famous Eastern Question.? 

Even in those golden days some doubted, not seeing any au- 
thentic signs of an impending millennium for that distracted 
corner of the world. At least the problem of so vast a trans- 
formation would be very difficult. The unanimity shown in the 
joyous destruction of, the old system might not be shown in the 
construction of the new, as many precedents in European history 
suggested. If Turkey were left alone to concentrate her entire 
energy upon the impending work of reform, she might perhaps 
succeed. But she was not to be left alone now any more, th^^n 
she^had h^en for centuries. The Eastern Question had long 
perplexed the powers of EiTrope, and had at the same time lured 
them on to seek their own advantage in its labyrinthine mazes. 
It was conspicuously an international problem. But the internal 
reform of Turkey might profoundly alter her international posi- 
tion by increailing the power of the Empirev 

Thus it came about that the July Revolution of 1908 instantly 
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riveted tlic attention of European powers and precipitated a 
series of startling events. Might not a reformed Turkey, ani- 
mated with a new national spirit, with her army and finances 
reorganized and placed upon a solid basis, attempt to recover 
complete control of some of the possessions which, as we have 
seen, had been really, though not nominally and technically, torn 
from her — Bosnia, Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Crete, possibly Cy- 
prus, possibly Egypt? There was very little evidence to show 
that the Young Turks had any such intention or dreamed of 
entering upon so hazardous an adventure. Indeed, it was quite 
apparent that they asked for nothing better than to be left alone, 
fully recognizing the intricacy of their immediate problems, the 
need of quiet for its solution. But the extremity of one is the 
opportunity of another. 

On October 3, 1908, Emperor Francis Joseph of Austria- 
Hungary announced, through autograph letters to various 
^rulers, his decision to incorporate Bosnia and Herzegovina defi- 
nitely within his Empire. These were Turkish provinces, handed 
over by the Congress of Berlin in 1878 to Austria-Hungary for 
“ occupation and administration, though they still remained 
officially under the suzerainty of the Porte. On October 5 Prince 
Ferdinand of Bulgaria proclaimed, amid great ceremony, the 
complete independence of Bulgaria from Turkish suzerainty, and 
assumed the title of Tsar. Two days later the Greek population 
of the island of Crete repudiated all connection with Turkey and 
declared for union with Greece. On the same day, October 7. 
Francis Joseph issued a proclamation to the people of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina announcing the annexation of those provinces. 
Against this action ^rbia protested vigorously to the powers, 
her parliament was immediately convoked, and the war spirit 
flamed up and threatened to get beyond control. Ferdinand was 
prepared to defend the independence of Bulgaria by going to 
war with Turkey, if necessary. 

These startling events immediately aroused intense excitement 
throughout Europe. They constituted violent breaches of the 
Treaty of Berlin. The crisis precipitated by the actions of Aus- 
tria-Hungary and Bulgaria brought all the great powers, sig- 
natories of that treaty, upon the scene. It became quickly 
apparent that they did not agree. Germany made it clear that 
she would support Austria, and Italy seemed likely to do the 
same. The Triple Alliance, therefore, remained ffirm. In^ another 
glJWP.wcre Great Britain, France, and Russia, their precise po- 
sition not clear, buF plainly irritated at the defiance of the 
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Treaty of Berlin. A tremendous interchange of diplomatic notes 
ensued. The British Foreign Minister, Sir Edward Grey, an- 
nounced thal Great Britain could not admit “ the ri gh t of any 
])ower to alter an international treaty without the consent of 
the other parties to it,” and demanded that, as the public law of 
the Balkans rested upon the Treaty of Berlin of 1878, and that 
as that treaty was made by all the great powers, it could 
only be revised by them, meeting again in congress. But 
neither Austria nor Germany would listen to this suggestion. 
They knew that Russia could not intervene, lamed, as she was, 
by the disastrous war with Japan, with her army disorganized 
and her finances in bad condition. And they had no fear of 
Great Britain and France. Thus the Treaty of Berlin was 
flouted, although later the signatories of that treaty formally 
recognized the accomplished fact. 

Of all the states the most aggrieved by these occurrences was 
Serbia, and the most helpless. For years the Serbians had enter- 
tained the ambition of uniting Serbia, Bosnia, Herzegovina, and 
Montenegro, peopled by members of the same Serbian race, thus 
restoring the Serbian empire of the ^Middle Ages, and gaining 
access to the sea. This plan was blocked, apparently forever. 
Serbia could not expand to the west, as Austria barred the way 
with Bosnia and Herzegovina. She could not reach the sea. 
Thus she could get her products to market only with the consent 
of other nations. She alone of all the states in Europe, with the 
exception of Switzerland, was in this predicament. Fearing that 
she must thus become a vassal state, probably to her enemy, 
Austria-Hungary; seeing all possibility of expansion ended, all 
hopes of combining the Serbs of the Balkans under her banner 
frustrated, the feeling was strong that war, even against des- 
perate odds, was preferable to strangulation. However, she did 
not fly to arms. Bu^ the feeling of anger and alarm remained, 
an element in the general situation that could not be ignored, 
auguring ill for the future. 

But trouble for the Young Turks came not only from the out- 
side. It also came from inside and, as was shortly seen, it lay 
in large measure in their own unwisdom. 

The new Turkish Farliament met in December, 1908, amid 
general enthusiasm. It consisted of tw^o chambers, a Senate, 
appointed by the Sultan, and a Chamber of Deputies, elected 
by the people. Your months later events occurred wdiich threat- 
ened the abrufit termination of this experiment in constitutional 
and parliamentary government. On April 13, 1909, without 
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warning, thousands of troops in Constantinople broke into mu- 
tiny, killed some of their officers, denounced the Young Turks, 
and demanded the abolition of the constitution. The city was 
terrorized. At the same time sickening massacres occurred in 
Asia Minor, particularly at Adana, showing that the religious 
and racial animosities of former times had lost none of their 
force. It seemed that the new regime was about to founder 
utterly. A counter-revolution was. to undo the work of July. 
But this counter-revolution was energetically sup])ressed by 
troops sent up from Salonica and Adrianople, and the Young 
Turks were soon in power again. Holding tliat the mutiny liad 
been inspired and organized by the Sultan, wlio had corrupted 
tlie troops so that he might restore tlie old regime, they resolved 
;io terminate liis rule. On April 27, 1909, Abdul Hamid H was 
deposed, and was immediately taken as a prisoner of state to 
Salonica. He was succeeded by his brother, whom he had kept 
imprisoned many years. The new" Sultan, Moliammcd V, was in 
bis sixty-fourth year. He at once expressed his entire sympathy 
W"ith the aims of tlie Young Turks, his intention to be a consti- 
tutional monarch. 

From the beginning the Young Turks failed. They did not 
rise to the height of their opportunity, they did not meet the 
expectations that had been aroused, tlicy did not loyally live up 
to the })rinciples tliev professed. They made no attempt to in- 
troduce the spirit of justice, of fair play toward the various 
elements of their highly composite empire. Instead of seeking 
to apply the principles of liberty, equality, and fraternity, they 
resorted to autocratic government, to domination by a single 
race, to the ruthless suppression of the riglits of the people. 
They did just what the Germans did in Alsace-Lorraine and 
Posen, what the Russians did in Finland and in Poland, what the 
Austrians and Hungarians did with the ,^51avic peoples within 
their borders. The policy of oppression of subject races, the 
attempt at amalgamation by force and craft, provided Eurojie 
with much combustible material and the combustion finally came. 
The government of the Young Turks was.^just as despotic as 
that of Abdul Hamid and its outcome was the same, a further 
and decisive disruption of the Fiinpire. 

From the very first they showed their purpose. They, the 
Turks, that is the Mohammedan ruling race, determined to keep 
power in their own hands by hook or crook. the very first 
elections to Parliament they arranged affairs so that they would 
have a majority over all otlier races combined. They did not in- 
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tend to divide power with the Cliristian Greeks and Armenians or 
with the Mohammedan Arabs. Their policy was one of Turki- 
fication, just as the Russian policy was one of Russification, 
the German of Gerrnanization. They made no attempt to pun- 
ish the perpetrators of the Adana massacres in which over thirty 
thousand Armenian Christians were slaughtered. The Armenian 
population was thus alienated from them. They tried to sup- 
press the liberties which under all previous regimes the Orthodox 
Greek Church had enjoyed. As they intended to subject all 
the races of the Empire to their own race, so they intended to 
suppress by force all religious privileges. They thus offended 
and infuriated the Greeks, wliom they also embittered by a com- 
mercial boycott because the Greeks would not agree to their 
repressive policy in regard to the Cretans. Their treatment of 
Macedonia was the acme of folly. They sought to reenforce 
the Moslem elements of the population by bringing in Moslems 
from other regions. This aroused the Christian elements, Greek, 
Bulgarian, and Serbian. Large numbers of these Christians fled 
from Macedonia to Greece, Bulgaria, and Serbia, carrying with ; 
them their grievances, urging the governments of those countries ' 
to hostility against the Turks. 

The Turks went a step farther. In the west were the Alba- 
nians, a Moslem people who had hitherto combined local inde- 
pendence with loyal and a})preciated services to the Turkish 
authorities, in both the army and the government. The Turks 
decided to suppress this independence and to make the Albanians 
submit in all matters to the authorities at Constantinople. But 
the Albanians, for centuries remarkable fighters, now flew to 
Anns. Year after year the Albanian rebellion broke out, only 
temporarily subdued or smothered by the Turks, who thus ex- 
hausted their strength and squandered their resources in fruitless 
but costly efforts ^to pacify ” these hardy, war-loving 
mountaineers. 

Thus only a few years of Young Turk rule were necessary to 
create a highly critical situation, so numerous were the disaf- 
fected elements. There had been no serious attempt to regener- 
ate Turkey, to bring together the various races on the basis of 
liberty for all. Turkey lost hundreds of thousands of its Chris- 
tian subjects who fled to surrounding countries rather than en- 
dure the odious oppression, ^rhese exiles did what they could 
to hit back at tlujir oppressors. 

The Young Turks from the very beginning failed as reformers 
because they were untrue to their promises. Their failure led 



646 


THE BALKAN WARS OF 1912 AND 1913 


to war in the Balkans and the war in the Balkans led to th»‘ 
European War. They spent their time in endeavoring to assort, 
themselves as a race of masters. They sowed the wind and they 
quickly reaped the whirlwind. 

THE TURKO-ITALIAN WAR OF 1911 

While the Turkish Empire was in this highly perturbed con- 
dition and while the Balkan states were aglow with indignation 
at the treatment being meted out to the members of their races 
resident in Macedonia and were trembling witli the desire to act, 
trouble flared up for the Young Turks in another quarter. Italy 
had for years been casting longing eyes on the territories whicli 
fringe the southern shores of the Mediterranean. She had once 
hoped to acquire Tunis but had found herself forestalled bv 
France, which seized that country in 1881. At the same time 
England began her occupation of Egypt. All that remained, 
therefore, was Tripoli, like Egypt a part of the Turkish Empire. 
For many years the thought that this territory ought to belong 
to Italy had been accepted as axiomatic in influential (juarters 
in the Italian government. Schemes had been worked out and 
partly put into force for a pacific penetration ” of an economic 
character of this land. Now, however, the time seemed to have 
arrived to seize it outright. Austria-Hungary had annexed 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Bulgaria had declared her inde- 
pendence in 1908, and there had been no successful opposition 
on the part of Turkey or of any of the Great Powers. Was not 
this the ripe moment for Italy’s project? 

She evidently thought so, for, in September, 1911, slie sent 
her warships to Tripoli and began the conquest of that country. 
It proved a more difficult undertaking than had been imagined. 
While she seized the coast towms, her hold o,n them was precarious 
and lier progress into the inteidor was slow and costly, owing 
to the fact that the Turks aroused the natives against the in- 
vaders. Italy had given her ally, Austria-Hungary, to under- 
stand that she would not attack Turkey directly in Europe, as 
European Turkey was a veritable tinder-box wliich,^ if it once 
caught fire, might blaze up into a devastating and incalculable 
conflagration. But as month after month went by and Italy was 
producing only an uncertain effect in Tripoli, she resolved on 
more decisive action nearer Constantinople, hoping to bring the 
Turks to terms. She attacked and seized Rhodes and eleven 
other Turkish islands in the ^gean, the Dodecannese. This, and 
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the fact that an Albanian revolution against the Turks was at 
the same time attaining alarming proportions, made the latter 
ready to conclude peace with Italy so that they might be free to 
put down the Albanians. On October 15, 1912, was signed at 
Ouchy, or Lausanne, a treaty whereby Turkey relinquished Trip- 
oli. It was also provided that Italy should withdraw her troops 
from the Dodecannese as soon as tlie Turkish troops were with- 
drawn from Tripoli, a phrase about whicli it was easy to quibble 
later. 

The great significance of this war did not lie in the fact that 
Italy acquired a new colony. It lay in the fact that it began 
again the process, arrested since 1878, of the violent dismember- 
ment of the Turkish Empire; that it revealed the military weak- 
ness of that Empire, powerless to ])reserve its integrity; and, 
what is most important, that it contributed directly and greatly 
to a far more serious attack upon Turkey by the Balkan states, 
whicli, in turn, led to tlic European War. The tinder-box was 
lighted and a general European conflagration resulted. The 
Italian attack upon Tripoli was momentous in its consequences* 

THE BALKAN WARS 

During the war the Balkan states were negotiating with each 
other with a view to united action against Turkey. This union 
was not easy to bring about, as Bulgaria, Serbia, and Greece 
disliked each other intensely, for historical, racial, sentimental 
reasons, too numerous and too complex to be described here. 
However, they disliked the Turks more and they were suffering 
constantly from them. Massacres of the Christians in Mace- 
donia in wdiich large numbers of Greeks, Bulgarians, and Serbians 
lost their lives, inflamed the people of those states with the desire 
to liberate their brotjicrs in ^Macedonia. By doing this they 
would also increase their own territories and diminish or end an 
odious tyranny. These nations found it possible to unite for 
the purpose of overwhelming the Turks; they might not find it 
possible to agree as to the partition among themselves of any 
territories they might acquire, since here their old, established 
ambitions and antipathies might conflict. It w^as because of the 
strength of these rivalries and hatreds that neither the Turks 
nor the outside powers considered an alliance of the Balkan 
states as at all *imong the possibilities. But the statesmen of 
the Balkans had learned something from the troubled history of 
the peninsula, and saw the folly of continuing their dissensions. 
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They also recognized that now was their chance, that they miglit 
never again find their common enemy so weak and demoralized, 
the general European situation so favorable. 

Thus it came about that in October, 1912, the four Balkan 
states, Montenegro, Serbia, Bulgaria, and Greece, made war on 
Turkey. The war was brief and an overwhelming success for 
the allies. Fighting began on October 15, the very day of ttie 
signing of tlie Treaty of Lausanne between Italy and Turkey, 
although technically the declarations of war were not issued 
until October 18. The Greeks pushed northward into Mace^ 
donia, gaining several victories over the enemy, and on November 
8, only three weeks after tlie beginning of tlie campaign, they 
entered the important city and port of Salonica, with Crown 
Prince Constantine at their head. Farther west the Serbians and 
Montenegrins were also successful. The Serbians won a great 
victory at Kumanovo where they avenged the defeat of their 
ancestors at Kossovo which they had not forgotten for five hun- 
dred years. They then captured Monastir. 

Meanwhile the Bulgarians, who had the larger armies, had 
gone from victory to victory, defeating the Turks brilliantly in 
the battles of Kirk Kilisse and Lule Burgas. The latter was one 
of the great battles of modern times, three hundred and fifty 
thousand troops being involved in fierce, tenacious struggle for 
three days. The result was the destruction of the military power 
of the Turks. By the middle of November the Bulgarians had 
reached the Chataldja line of fortifications, which extend from 
the Sea of Marmora to the Black Sea. Only twenty-five miles 
beyond them lay Constantinojde. 

The collapse of the Turkish power in Europe was nearly com- 
plete. Only the very important fortresses of Adrianople in the 
east, and Janina and Scutari in the west, had not fallen. In a 
six weeks’ campaign Turkish possessions in Europe had shrunk 
to Constantinople and the twenty-five-mile stretch west to the 
Chataldja fortifications. This overthrow and collapse came as 
a staggering surprise to the Turks, to the Balkan allies them- 
selves, and to the Great Powers. The Ottoman Empire in Europe 
had ceased to exist, with the exception of Constantinople, Adrian- 
ople, Janina, and Scutari. The military prestige of Turkey was 
gone. 

In December delegates from the various states met in London 
to make peace. They were unsuccessful because Bulgaria de- 
manded Adrianople, which the Turks flatly refused. In March, 
1913, therefore, war was resumed. One after another the fort- 
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resses fell, Janina on March 6, Adrianople on March 26, Scutari 
on April 23. Turkey was now compelled to accept terms of 
peace. On May 30, the Treaty of London was signed. It pro- 
vided that a line should be drawn from Enos on the -dEgean Sea 
to Midia on the Black Sea and that all Turkey west of that 
line should be ceded to the allies, except a region of undefined 
dimensions on the Adriatic, Albania, whose boundaries and status 
should be determined by the Great Powers. Crete was ceded to 
the Great Powers, and the decision as to the islands in the 
AEgean which Greece had seized was also left to them. In De- 
cember, 1913, Crete was incorporated in the kingdom of Greece. 
The Sultan’s dominions in Europe had shrunk nearly to the van- 
ishing point. After five centuries of proud possession he found 
himself almost expelled from Europe, retaining still Constanti- 
nople and only enough territory round about to protect it. This 
great achievement was the work of the four Balkan states, united 
for once in the common work of liberation. The Great Powers 
had done nothing. Europe felt relieved, however, that so consid- 
erable a change as this in the map of the Balkan peninsula had 
been affected without involving the Great Powers in war. 

The Treaty of London, however, had not long to live. No 
sooner had the Balkan states conquered Turkey than they fell 
to fighting among themselves over the division of the spoils. The 
responsibility for this calamity does not rest solely with them. 
It rests in i^art with the Great Powers, particularly with Austria 
and Italy wliose intervention and whose insistence upon the cre- 
ation of a new independent state, Albania, out of a part of the 
territory now relinquished by the Turks precipitated a new 
\crisis. For the creation of this new state on the Adriatic coast 
absolutely prevented Serbia from realizing one of her most pas- 
sionate and legitimate ambitions, an outlet to the sea, an escape 
Irom her land-locked /condition which placed her at the mercy 
of her neighbors. 

Before beginning the war with the Turks, Serbia and Bulgaria 
had defined their future spheres of influence in upper Macedonia, 
should the war result in their favor. The larger part of Mace- 
donia should go to Bulgaria, and Serbia’s gains should be chiefly 
in the west, including the longed-for Adriatic seacoast. But now 
Albania was planted there and Serbia was as land-locked as 
ever. Austria w^as resolved that Serbia should under no condi- 
tions became an Adriatic state. She had always been opposed 
to the aggrandizement of Serbia, because she had millions of 
Serbs under her own rule who might be attracted to an indepen- 
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dent Serbia, enlarged and with prestige hei^itened. Moreover 
she believed that Serbia would be the pawn of Russia, and sht, 
would not tolerate Russia’s influence on lier southerrf borders and 
along the Adriatic, if she could help it. She did not propose 
to be less important in those waters than she had been in the 
past. Therefore Serbia must be excluded from the Adriatic, It 
was the blocking of Serbia’s outlet to the sea that caused the 
second Balkan war between the allies. Intense was the indigna- 
tion of the Serbians, but they could do nothing. They therefore 
sought as partial compensation larger territories in Macedonia 
than their treaty ^vith Bulgaria had assigned them, arguing, cor- 
rectly enough, tliat the conditions had greatly changed from 
those contemplated when tliat agreement was made and that the 
new conditions justified and necessitated a new arrangement. 
But\ here they encountered the stubborn opposition of Bulgaria, 
which refused any concessions along this line and insisted upon 
the strict observance of the treaty. Instantly the old, bitter 
hatreds flamed up again. The Serbians insisted that the expul- 
sion of the Turks had been the work of all the allies and that 
there should be a fair division of the territories acquired in the 
name of all. On the other hand, the Bulgarians argued that it 
had been they who had done the heavy fighting in the war, which 
was true, that tliey had furnished by far the larger number of 
troops, that it was their victories at Kirk Kilisse and Lule Burgas 
that had annihilated the power of the Turks in Europe, that 
they were entitled to annex territories in Macedonia which they 
declared were peopled by Bulgarians. Other considerations also 
entered into the situation. 

Suffice it to say that Bulgaria intended to have her way. Her 
army was elated by the recent astounding successes, was rather 
contemptuous of the Serbians and Greeks, emphatically minimized 
the services rendered by these to the co^mmon cause, thought 
that it could easily concpier both if necessary, and could take 
what territories it chose. It was Bulgaria, whose war party had 
lost all sense of proportion, all sense of the rights of her former 
allies, that began the new struggle. She treacherously attacked 
Greece and Serbia at the end of June, 1913. Fieiice fighting 
ensued for several days, 

Bulgaria’s action in plunging into this avoidable conflict was 
all the more foolhardy as her relations with her northern neigh- 
bor, Roumania, were also unsettled and precaKcyjs. Roumania 
had demanded that Bulgaria cede her a strip of territory in the 
northeast of Bulgaria, in order that the balance of power among 
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tlie Balkan states might remain practically what it had been. 
Bulgaria had refused this so-called compensation. The res.vilt was 
that Roumahia also now went to war with Bulgaria* The Turks, 



too, seeing a chance to recover some of the land they had recently 
lost, plunged into the melee. 

Thus Bulgayisf was confronted on all sides by enemies. She 
Was at war with five states, not three, for Montenegro was also 
involved. By the middle of July she saw that the case was hope- 
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less and consented to make peace, by the Ti*^aty of Bucharest, 
signed August 10, 1913, by which Serbia and Greece secured 
larger possessions than they had ever anticipated, and by whicli 
Roumania was given the territory she desired. Turkey also rv- 
covered a large area which she had lost the year before, including 
the important city and fortress of Adrianople. All this was at 
the expense of Bulgaria, who paid for her arrogance and un- 
conciliatory temper by losing much territory which she would 
otherwise have secured, by seeing her former and hated allies 
victorious over her in the field and in annexations of territory 
whicli she regarded as rightfully hers. Bulgaria was deeply em- 
bittered by all this and only waited for an opportunity to tear 
up the Treaty of Bucharest which she refused to consider as 
morally binding, as in any sense a permanent settlement of the 
Balkans. The year 1913 remains a bitter memory in the rnindsl 
of all Bulgarians. 

The two Balkan wars cost heavily in human life and in treas- 
ure. Turkey and Bulgaria each lost over 150,000 in killed and 
wounded, Serbia over 70,000, Greece nearly .as many, little Mon- 
tenegro over 10,000. The losses among non-combatants were 
heavy in those who died from starvation, or disease, or massacre, 
for the second war was one of indisputable atrocity. On the 
other hand, Montenegro, Greece, and Serbia had nearly doubled 
in size. Bulgaria and Roumania had grown. The Turkish 
Empire in Europe was limited to a comparatively small area. 

We must now examine the reaction of all these profound and 
astonishing changes in the Balkans upon Europe in general. In 
other words, we must study the causes of the war of 1914. For 
the Balkan wars of 1912 and 1913 were a prelude to the Eu- 
ropean War of 1914. The sequence of events from the Turkish 
Revolution of July, 1908, to the Austrian declaration of war 
upon Serbia in July, 1914, is direct, unnllstakable, disastrous. 
Each year added a link to the lengthening chain of iron. The 
map of Europe was thrown into the flames. What the new ma]) 
would be no one could foresee. 

It may be said in passing that the new Albanian state proved 
a fiasco from the start and tliat it disappeared cornphetely when 
the war began in August, 1914, the powers that had created it 
withdrawing their support and its German prince, William of 
Wied, leaving for Germany, where he joined the army that was 
fighting France. He had meanwhile announced ,his abdication 
in a high-flown manifesto. 
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In August, 191f3, the long-drawn-out crisis in the Balkans 
seemed safely over with the Trcat}^ of Bucharest, to the apparent 
satisfaction of the people of Europe. It liad not resulted in what 
had been greatly feared, a European war. That had been avoided 
and the world breathed more freely. But that this feeling was 
not sliared by the governments of Austria and Germany has since 
been revealed. Though tliis was not publicly known until more 
' than a year afterward, it is now established that on August 9, 
191d, the day before the Treaty of Bucharest was formally 
signed, Austria informed her ally, Italy, that she proposed toy 
take action against Serbia. She represented this proposed ac-^ 
tion as defensive and as tiierefore justifying her in expecting the' 
«id of Italy under the terms of the treaty of tlie Triple Alliance. 
Italy througli her prime minister, Giolitti, refused to accede to 
this view, stating tliat such a war would not be one of defense on 
the part of Austria, as no one w^as thinking of attacking her. 
The treaty of Triple Alliance required its members to aid each 
other only in the case of a defensive war forced upon a colleague. 
Austria, then, planned war upon Serbia, August, 1913. Whether 
she was restrained by the knowledge that Italy would not sup- 
port her or by other considerations is a matter for conjecture. 

Prince von Biilow, who for nine years had been Chancellor of/ 
Germany, has declared that the collapse of Turkey was a blow toi 
(jermany, which meant that it imperiled the plans which Germany/ 
was nourishing for expansion or influence in the Balkans and tha 
East. It was on this ground that in 1913 new army and taxa- 
tion bills, extraordinarily increasing Germany's preparedness 
for war, were carried through. This inevitably led to similar, 
though not to as sweeping, legislation in France. 

Austria and Germany, therefore, were far from pleased at 
the outcome of events in the Balkans, and the former, a great 
European state of fifty millions, w^as planning action by arms 
against Serbia, a nation of now perhaps four millions, a nation 
both exhausted and elated by two years of war. Of course Aus- 
tria know that any such action would bring Russia upon the 
f^cene, and that was the reason for her desiring the eventual sup- 
port of her two allies. While, for reasons that are somewhat 
obscure, Aus triat finally did not consider the moment opportune 
for making war on Serbia in August, 1913, she did consider it 
opportune in July, 1914, and from her action at that time came 
swiftly and dramatically the Great War. 

053 
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The relations of Austria-Hungary and Serbia have already 
been alluded to, the former’s annexation of Bosnia and Herze- 
govina in 1908, and her part in the creation of the new state 
of Albania for the same purpose, to prevent Serbia’s getting any 
outlet to the sea. Yet, though successful in this, she had not 
been able to prevent the growth of Serbia. Serbia had, however,' 
submitted in 1908 and 1909 and in 1913, to demands which 
emanated from Austria-Hungary and wliich were deeply humil- 
iating. On both sides there was, as there had long been, bad blood. 

ASSASSINATION OF ARCHDUKE FRANCIS FERDINAND 

Suddenly a horrible crime occurred which set in motion a 
mighty and lamentable train of events. On June 28, 1914, the ^ 
Archduke Francis Ferdinand, nephew of the Kmperor of Austria, 
and heir to the throne, was, witli his wife, assassinated in tlie 
streets of Sarajevo, the capital of Bosnia. The men who had 
done the infamous deed were Austrian subjects, natives of Bosnia. 
But they were Serbians by race. An outburst of intense indig- 
nation followed against the Serbians, a nation of assassins,” it 
was declared. Serbia was, by Austrian opinion, held responsible, 
although the crime occurred on Austrian soil and was committed 
by Austrian subjects, and although Austrian methods of rule in 
Bosnia were of such a character as sufficiently to account for 
Lthe dastardly crime. At any rate, the desire for war was ex- 
Ipressed in many Austrian newspapers, which held the Serbian 
Igovernment responsible. 

But four weeks went by and the Austrian government took 
no action. No information could be obtained by the diplomats 
in Vienna as to what she proposed to do. They saw no reason 
for any particular worry, as the government was evidently so 
self-contained, and they therefore took thekr usual vacations. It 
was intimated that Austria would make some demands upon Ser- 
bia, but that they would be of a moderate character. There was 
wide-spread sympathy with her and a general feeling that she 
would be justified in demanding certain things of Serbia. The 
representatives of the various European governments,, were ke])t 
in ignorance. A despatch, which was destined to shake the very 
foundations of tlie world, was being fashioned in utter silence. 

THE AUSTRIAN ULTIMATUM 

t 

On Jul}^ 23, Austria delivered this despatch to Serbia. It 
began by acaasing the Serbian government of not having fulfilled 



THE DESPATCH t 6 SERBIA 


655 


the obligations it had assumed in 1909 toward Austria. It 
’.demanded that the Serbian government should publish an ofBcial 
statement, the terms of which were dictated in the despatch, 
expressing its disapproval of the propaganda in Serbia against 
Austria-Hungary and its regret that Serbian officials had taken 
part in this propaganda. In the despatch the murder of the 
Archduke was ascribed to that propaganda. Then followed ten 
demands upon the Serbian government concerning the suppres- 
sion of the Pan-Serbian agitation carried on by the newspapers 
and the secret societies of Serbia. The despatch demanded that 
^ the Serbian government slioiild suppress any publication which 
fostered hatred of and contem[)t for the Austro-Hungarian mon- 
archy, should take the most comprehensive measures for the sup- 
pression and extinction of the secret societies, should eliminate 
h’om the schools ail teacliers and from text-books anything that 
served or might serve to foster the propaganda against Austria- 
\ Hungary, should remove from the army and from government 
positions all officials involved in it, whose names the Austrian 
government reserved the right to communicate, and that Serbia 
should accept the co-operation of Austrian officials in the work 
of investigating tlie conspiracy of June 28. Other clauses in this 
fateful despatch concerned the arrest of tlie accomplices in the 
assassination and the prevention of the trade in arms and ex- 
f)losives across the frontier. Annexed to the despatch was a 
memorandum asserting that the murder of the Archduke and the 
Archduchess had been plotted in Serbia and had been executed 
through the complicity of Serbian officials. 

This despatch, harsh in its language, dictatorial in its demands, 
was an ultimatum, for it required the acceptance of it in its 
entirety wUhin^ forty-eight hours, and it allowed no time for in- 
vestigation or cTiscussIorTOT tlie charges made and the problems 
created by the perenq^tory demand. No nation would issue such 
a note to an ecpial without intending and without desiring war. 
Issued to a power vastly inferior, it could mean only unprece- 
dented humiliation or national extinction, if followed up at the 
expiration of forty-eight hours. 

This Austrian ultimatum created a grave crisis. The ulti- 
matum was not a passionate and unreflecting outburst of the 
Austrian government, swept away by a natural anger at the 
foul murders. It was a cold-blooded and deliberate document, 
composed after f 9 ur weeks of secret preparation. The Russian 
ambassador had not been told that it was coming and had left 
Vienna for his vacation. The Italian government had not been 
informed, although it was an ally and was particulaiiy concerned 



656 


THE WORLD WAR 


with anything that affected the Balkan peninsula in any way or 
part. In this fact Italy was to find her justification for rc> 
inaining neutral when the war finally broke out, as iShe regarded 
that war as an aggressive one begun by Austria. The ultimatum 
gave Serbia the alternative of accepting egregiously humiliating 
conditions, practically reducing her to the state of a vassal of 
Austria, or of accepting war. 

England, France, and Russia tried to induce Austria to extend 
her time limit as the only way in which diplomacy might seek 
to act in the matter; as, moreover, required if the relations of 
nations were to be governed by a reasonable consideration for 
each other’s rights or wishes. Their efl'orts were in vain. They 
then turned to Serbia, urging her, in the interests of Europe in 
r general, to make her answer as conciliatory as possible. The 
i result was that Serbia in her reply yielded to the greater part 
i of what Austria demanded and that she offered, in case Austria 
•was not satisfied wdth her answer, to refer the question to the 
Hague Tribunal or to a conference of the Great Powers. 

No state ever made a more complete submission under par- 
ticularly humiliating circumstances. Austria, however, immedi- 
ately declared the Serbian answer unsatisfactory and prepared 
for war. She well knew^ that such action would necessarily draw 
Russia into the controversy. She had every reason a state could 
have for knowing that, after the defiance of the annexation of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina in 1908, another attack upon a small 
Slavic people would deeply offend the leading Slavic ppwer. 
Austria could not and did not expect to be able to wreak her 
vengeance upon Serbia without having to take Russia into ac- 
count. Hers, therefore, is the responsibility for a deliberate and 
highly dangerous provocation of a great state. Russia, a Slavic 
power, could not be ignored by Teutonic powers in determining 
the future of Slavic peoples. If there wais a single well-known 
fact in the whole domain of European politics it was that Russia 
was greatly interested in the fate of the Slav states of the 
Balkans. If there was any other well-established commonplace 
of European politics, it was this, that every Balkan question has 
long been considered as of general concern, as distinctly inter- 
national. As a matter of fact Serbia’s obligations of 1909, 
already referred to, were undertaken to the Powers, not simply 
to Austria. Whether she had or had not lived up to them was 
a matter for the Powers to decide, not for Am^tria alone. 

It is not unlikely that Austria believed that Russia when con- 
fronted with the grim, blunt choice of war or abandonment of 
Serbia, would do what slie had done in 1908 and 1909 and bend 
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before the challenge, leaving the Serbs to their own resources. 
But even if Russia’s attitude should this time prove different, 
Austria was -not apprehensive, for she had taken her precautions. 
She had before framing and launching her ultimatum to Serbia, 
assured herself that she would have the support of Germany. 

The assassination of the Archduke had occurred on June 28, 
and as early as July 2, the German ambassador at Vienna had 
informed the Austrian government that his Emperor would 
support any firm decision which Austria-Hungary might take.” ^ 
On the same day Francis Joseph, Emperor of Austria, had in- 
dicated his intentions in an autograph letter to William II : The 
efforts of my government must henceforth have as their object 
the isolation and diminution of Serbia.” Serbia must ‘‘ be elimi- 
nated as a factor in the politics of tlie Balkans.” Three days 
later, on July 5, William II told the representative of Austria in 
Berlin, as the latter informed his home government, that we 
could reckon on Germany’s full support. He thought action 
ought not to be delayed. Russia’s attitude would doubtless be 
hostile, but he had been prepared for that for years ; and if it 
should ever come to a war between Austria and Russia, we could 
be convinced that Germany would stand by our side with her 
accustomed Jfaithfubiess as an ally. Russia, furthermore, he 
thought, was in no way ready for war and would certainly ponder 
very seriously before aj)pealing to arms.” William also added 
that, if Austria had really decided that military action against 
Serbia was necessary, “ he would be sorry if we left unused the 
present moment which was so favorable for us.” “ On the follow- 
ing day the German Chancellor informed the Austrian ambassa- 
dor that: ‘‘Austria must judge what is to be done to clear up 
her relations to Serbia; whatever Austria’s decision may turn 
out to be, Austria can count with certainty upon it, that Ger-j 
many will stand behind her as an ally and friend.” ! 

Tims, nearly three weeks before the publication of the ultima- 
tum Germany had given Austria carte blanche, or, as we say in 
English, a blank checjiie, or free hand. She gave it with her eyes 
wide open as to what it might imply in international complica- 
tions. JiVom that moment she became morally as responsible for^ 
wliat ensueJ as Austria. 

^ Kautsky, Tyevtarhv T>ok‘um(n}t e No. 11, p. 17. 

- (Quotations arc from tlic first of the very useful articles hy Professor 
Sidney B. Fay in the American lliaforical Reviexc for July and October, 
1920, 'and January^ 1^21. The origins of the war have given rise to an ex- 
tensive and controversial literature which cannot be summarized or analyzed 
here. The more important titles of this literature are given in the bibli- 
^i?**aphy of this chapter. 
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Armed with this assurance of the unconditional support of 
Germany, Austria had gone ahead, with the result that Europe 
was confronted by a dangerous crisis. 

But that this w^as a European affair at all, Austria refused to 
admit. Her official position was that her action concerned herself 
and Serbia alone; that no other nation or nations were involved 
or had any rights in the matter. In this she was supported by 
Germany. Both Austria and Germany were aware, as we have 
said, that warlike steps against Serbia might bring Russia upon 
the scene and that, owing to the obligations of the Triple and 
Dual Alliances, a general European war might result, yet both 
refused to consider that Russia had any right to intervene; it 
was all a matter betw’een those two, Austria and Serbia. The 
Austro-Serbian conflict could and should be “ localized.’’ This 
policy of localization of the conflict,” liow^ever, begged tlie whole 
question. It was an absolutely untenable position in the light 
of history, of reason, of interest, of the existing balance of power 
in the Balkan peninsula. The question was by its very nature 
a part of the Eastern Question, which over and over had been 
considered and knowm to be emphatically international. No as- 
pect of that question was to be left to the determination of a 
state of fifty millions in conflict with one of four or five. 

ENGLAND’S PROPOSAL 

As soon as the Austrian ultimatum was known a proposal was 
made by England that the question at issue sliould be submitted 
to a conference to be held in London by the Great Powers not 
directly concerned, namely, Germany, France, England, and 
Italy. Perhaps these four miglit bring about the ad justment of 
the difficulties between Serbia and Austria. Russia signified her 
willingness, but the proposal was declined by Germany. The 
jKaiser’s comment, written on the margin^ of the telegram con- 
[taining this proposal of Sir Edward Grey, was as follows : This 
jis superfluous. As Austria has already explained her position to 
Russia and as Grey cannot propose anything else, I shall not 
join in; only if Austria expressly asks me to, which is not prob- 
able. In questions of honor and zrital interests one does not 
consult others.” Jagow, secretary of foreign affairs*, thereupon 
wrote that Germany could not accept the suggestion as it would 
practically amount to a court of arbitration ” and that that 
could not be called together ‘‘ except at the i;pquest of Austria 
and Russia.” On a similar proposal, transmitted from Russia, 
that the Austro-Serbian affair be submitted to ‘‘ a Euro})ean 
arcopagus ”< the Kaiser’s comment was: ‘‘Most certainly not.” 
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Other suggestions of a somewhat similar nature looking to- 
ward delay and diplomatic discussion or mediation likewise fell 
before the op*position or indifference of Germany. Then wheni 
England asked Germany herself to suggest some method of 
mediation for the preservation of peace, she had nothing to sug- 
gest. She simply reaffirmed her position that the whole matter 
concerned merely Austria and Serbia. She was willing to appeal 
and did appeal to Russia to keep out, to refrain from mobilizing, 
but lier appeal was always based on this thesis, that the quarrel 
did not concern Russia, but did concern simply Austria and 
Serbia, a point of view which, naturally, Russia did not and 
could not share. Germany was ready to co-operate with other 
powers in bringing pressure to bear upon Russia, but not in try- 
ing to get her ally Austria to consent to international mediation 
between her and Serbia, the fundamental matter. 

Austria, peremptorily refusing to consider the reply of Serbia 
to the ultimatum as a possible basis for negotiations, declared 
war upon that country on July 28 and at once began an inva- 
sion. This action gave a new turn to events. The Tsar had 
already stated that Russia will in no case disinterest herself in 
the fate of Serbia,’’ and the Russian Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
Sazonov, had declared that the day Austria crossed the Serbian 
frontier Russia would begin to mobilize. She therefore began to 
mobilize on July 29. The relations between those two countries, 
Russia and Austria, now became the most pressing concern of 
those who were anxious to avert an extension of the conflict. 
Germany wliich, along with Austria, had hitherto rejected several 
peace proposals emanating from the Entente powers, now en- 
deavored to induce her ally to moderate her pace. Bethman- 
Hollweg, seeing that after all the Austro-Serbian question could 
not be localized but was rapidly becoming an Aiistro-Russian 
question, now made reijeated and vigorous proposals to Austria 
looking toward a peaceful adjustment of difficulties. But these 
proposals failed completely, first, because they came too late, 
secondly, because they were inadequately supported by the Kaiser, 
and thirdly because Austria had no intention whatever of honestly 
and sincerely accepting them. She proceeded as she liked and 
she did so because she pinned her faith upon Germany’s secret 
promise of unconditional support. Austria counted on her 
powerful ally to protect her from any real Russian interference. 
Germany, by rea‘ion of her commitments, was, at the critical 
moment, in no Effective position to protest the cashing of the 
blank cheque, that fatal gift of July 5. 

Russia, after hearing of the bombardment of Belgrade by 
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Austria, began partial mobilization and a little later botli sIk* 
and Austria ordered, at practically the same moment, general 
mobilization. Germany now entered decisively upon the scene, 
assumed the leading role, and, by her action, turned what up to 
that moment was a merely Austro-Serbian war into a European 
war. Pronouncing the Russian mobilization a menace to herself, 
she sent an ultimatum to Russia on the afternoon of July yi, 
demanding the cessation of mobilization within twelve hours. 
Receiving no answer she declared war upon Russia on August 1. 
This declaration was followed on August 3 by one against France. 
As the German constitution forbade the Emperor to declare war 
except in the case of invasion of Germany by the enemy a pre- 

i iosterous charge was made, for wliich no proofs were given and 
'^hich the Germans later admitted was without foundation, tliat 
''i^ench airplanes had attacked Nuremberg. Not only was the 
ccusation both frivolous and false but France had, on the con- 
rary, in order to avoid all appearance of provocation ordered 
er troops to keep ten kilometers behind the French frontier. 
Because Russia ordered general mobilization she has been 
charged by some writers as responsible for the war. That such 
a charge may stand it is necessary to accept as true a dictum of 
the German General Staff that mobilization is an act of war. 
This dictum was now accepted, under pressure from the mili- 
tarists, by the Gorman government, which acted accordingly. 

Concerning this pivotal ]>oint the oj)inion of an eminent Ameri- 
can jurist and scholar is pertinent. If any one of the events 
that precipitated the war can be regarded as decisive,” says 
Professor Munroe Smith, it was the action of Germany in de- 
claring war because Russia was mobilizing. In international 
theory and practice, however, mobilization is not regarded as a 
sufficient cause for war. The proper answer to mobilization is 
mobilization.”^ And the same authority has also said: “The 
theory that mobilization is an act of war is a purely military 
theory on which no modern European government had acted 
before 1914.”^ 

Had the German government, on July 31, really desired peace, 
it might have answered Russian mobilization by German mobiliza- 
tion, and tlien have rested on the defensive, urging with whatever 
emphasis it might consider desirable a continuation and intensi- 
fication of negotiations. The operations of diplomacy, which 
require time, would then not have been abruptly stopped. 

It is interesting to note that neither Russia rtor Austria con- 
sidered mobilization an act of war. 

#1 Munroe Smith, Militarism atid Statecraft, ]). 4(i. 

- Munroe Smith, New York Times, July 1(>, 1922. 
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It is also pertinent to inquire, with an English historian, 

why Russia should not mobilize in the situation which was 
created by t*he Austrian note to Serbia, and by the subsequent 
conduct of Austria and Germany ; and how Russian statesmen 
would have justified their conduct to their own people if they had 
failed to insure that their military preparations kept pace with 
the gravity of the crisis?”* 

And the comment of another English historian is relevant to 
this discussion: Had she [Russia] left her protege [Serbia] to 
the tender mercies of Austria, she would have forfeited all claim 
to be the champion of the Slavonic races and have handed over 
the Balkan peninsula and Turkey without a struggle to the 
irrevocable domination of the Central Powers. Russia could no 
more be expected to remain neutral in the face of an Austrian 
attack on Serbia than England in the face of a German attack 
on Belgium.” “ 

This mention of Belgium brings us to the next stage in the 
development of this lamentable story. 

THE POSITION OF ENGLAND 

We have seen that the Dual Alliance was the inevitable out- 
come of the existence and power of the Triple Alliance, concluded 
between Germany, Austria, and Italy in 1882 . The Dual Alli- 
ance grew out of the need, which botli Russia and France felt, 
of outside support in the presence of so powerful a combination. 
If there was to be anything like a balance of power in Europe, 
Russia and France must combine. Both alliances were defensive. 
The action of Austria against Serbia brought Russia upon the 
scene. Russia’s action brought Germany forward. Germany’s 
action necessitated action on the part of France. 

One state was free to act as it saw fit, its conduct not con- 
trolled by any entangling alliance, England. The Triple and 
Dual Alliances rested on definite treaties, neither of which had 
been made public, and imposed obligations upon the contracting 
parties. There had in recent years also grown up what was 
called the Triple Entente. The commercial rivalry of Germany 
and England, during the past fifteen or twenty years, expressing 
itself in a struggle for markets, in colonial competitions, in a 
striking development of naval power, had been an outstanding 
fact in recent European history. Great Britain, seeing that her 
policy of isolation was possibly becoming dangerous with so ac- 
tive and successful a rival in the field, thought, in the first decade 

1 H. W. C. Davis, in English Historical Review, April, p, 288. 

^ Ciooch, G. P., Ilisforg of Modern Europe, pp. 55(i-557. 
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of the twentieth century, to settle long-continued misunderstand- 
ings with France and Russia. This she did by a treaty with 
France in 1904 and by one with Russia in 1907. These agree- 
ments settled certain problems and provided certain measures in 
common, the former in Africa, the latter in Asia. During suc- 
ceeding diplomatic crises the three powers worked in substantial 
harmony. But the Triple Entente was not an alliance; it was 
simply a diplomatic group that might be found working together 
when the interests of its members happened to coincide. There 
was no actual alliance between Great Britain and France and 
there was no understanding of any kind between Great Britain 
and Russia, with regard to any European policy or contingency. 
When the crisis of 1914 arose Great Britain was free to act as 
she chose in the light of what she considered her interests. Tlie 
diplomatic correspondence shows that this was understood in 
Berlin and Vienna as it was understood in Paris and St. Peters- 
burg. Reference should be made here, though no elaboration can 
be attempted, to England’s efforts, from 1898 to 1901, under 
the Salisbury ministry, to form an xilliance with Germany, whose 
failure had led to the subsequent rapprochement with France and 
Russia, and to lier efforts to settle outstanding difficulties with 
Germany in Africa and the Near East just before the outbreak 
of the World War. That both those attempts had failed had 
certainly not been owing to England. 

But while Great Britain had no alliances that necessarily in- 
volved her in the present war, yet as a European power, and as a 
great, imperial, colonial state, she had many and important in- 
terests for which she must care. It was for her interests that 
there should be no European war and it was also for the interests 
of Europe and tlie world. The negotiations of that week in July, 
from the issuance of the ultimatum to Serbia to tlie declarations 
of war, abundantly demonstrate that she made earnest, repeated, 
and varied efforts to bring about a peaceful solution of the prob- 
lems that had been so suddenly thrust forward. She was wedded 
to no particular scheme or formula and invited Germany to make 
suggestions that might effect the adjustment, if dissatisfied with 
hers. But despite her efforts a war had come involving at least 
four large states, Austria, Russia, Germany and France, and one 
small state, Serbia. Would the conflagration spread.? What 
would England do.? 

It was certainly not to her interest that France should be 
conquered by Germany, as that would reduce Prance to the 

^ Ward and Gooch, The Cambridge History of British Foreign Policy, 
vol. Ill, pp. 276-280, 470-481. 
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position of a satellite and would immensely augment the power 
and prestige of Germany. And if Germany were to conquer 
Russia and 'France, she, the mightiest military power in the 
world, would henceforth dominate the continent and would con- 
stitute a grave menace to England herself and to her colonial 
empire. Their turn would come next. If England cared to 
continue to exist as a Great Power she must bestir herself now. 
Later it would be too late. Moreover, England was bound in 
honor to prevent any attack upon the Atlantic seacoast of 
France, as, since 1912, she had had a naval agreement with 
France whereby the French fleet was concentrated in the Mediter- 
ranean in order that England might keep larger naval forces in 
the home waters. It seems probable that England would have 
been drawn into the war necessarily if France was attacked, 
which was, of course, the purpose of Germany. But her parti- 
cipation was rendered inevitable by Germany’s attack upon 
Belgium. 

Three of the small states of Europe, Belgium, Luxemburg, 
and Switzerland, had been by international agreements declared 
neutral territory forever. By these agreements the countries 
concerned should never make war, nor should they ever be 
attacked. The powers that signed the treaties bound themselves 
to respect and preserve that neutrality. The treaty guaran- 
teeing the neutralization of Belgium was signed by England, 
France, Prussia, Austria, and Russia. For over eighty years 
that obligation had been scrupulously observed.*. Now, on 
August 2, Germany sent an ultimatum to Belgium, demanding 
that she allow the German armies to cross her territory, 
promising to evacuate it after peace was concluded, and stating 
that, if she refused, her fate would be determined by the fortunes 
of war. Belgium replied that she had always been faithful to 
her international obligations, that the attack upon her indepen- 
dence would constitute a flagrant violation of international law, 
that she would not sacrifice her honor and at the same time be 
recreant to her duty toward Europe, but that her army would 
resist the invader to the utmost of its ability. 

As Austria’s ultimatum of July 23 meant the annihilation of 
the independence of one small state, Serbia, Germany’s ultimatum 
of August 2 meant the annihilation of the independence of another 
small state, Belgium. Germany’s action was the baser and the 
more dishonorably, as she had formally and by treaty promised 
to respect the^ neutrality of the country which she was now 
about to destroy* 
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GERMANY VIOLATES NEUTRALITY OF BELGIUM 

I 

The reason for this action was that the easiest way for German 
armies to get into France was over Belgian soil. Germany 
intended to crush France as rapidly as possible, then to turn 
upon Russia and crush her. The invasion of France direct from 
Germany would necessarily be slower, if possible at all, as that 
frontier was strongly fortified. The official statement of the 
Chancellor, Bethmann-Hollweg, made in the Reichstag on August 
4, declared that Germany was acting in self-defense: ‘^Neces- 
sity knows no law. Our troops have occupied Tiuxemburg and 
have perhaps already entered on Belgian soil. Gentlemen, this 
is a breach of international law. Tlie French Government has, 
it is true, notified Brussels that it would respect the neutrality 
of Belgium as long as the enemy respected it. But we know 
that France stood ready for an invasion. France could wait, 
we could not. A French attack upon ovir flank in the lower 
Rhine might have been disastrous. Thus we have been obliged 
to ignore the just protests of the Governments of Luxemburg 
and Belgium. The injustice, I speak frankly, the injustice that 
we are committing we will endeavor to make good as soon as our 
military aims have been attained. Anybody wlio is threatened 
-as we are threatened and is fighting for his highest possessions 
can think only of one thing, how he is to hack his way througli.” 
Thus the official, authoritative spokesman of Germany pro- 
nounced her own act unjust, thereby proclaiming the faithfulness 
of Belgium to all her obligations, admitted that Germany was 
doing Belgium a wrong, and that the action was in defiance of 
the law of nations. It was justified by necessity, he said. 

A nation of sixty-five millions attacked • a nation of seven 
millions, whose neutrality it had sworn to maintain, because, as 
the German Secretary of State, Jagow, said on that same August 
4, with frankness, “ they had to advance into France by the 
quickest and easiest way, so as to be able to get well ahead with 
their operations and endeavor to strike some decisive blow as 
early as possible. Jt was a matter of life and death for them.’^ 

ENGLAND ENTERS TDE WAR 

Kngland could correctly assert tlnit she ,,had worked for 
peace “ up to the last moment, and beyond the last moment.” 
Now she entered the war because she had vital interests in the 
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independence of Belgium, and because of her explicit treaty 
obligations. For hundreds of years her policy had been to pre- 
vent the control of the Belgian coasts from being a menace to her 
own coast across the narrow channel, as they would be in the 
hands of a strong military power. Over this question England 
had fought or acted repeatedly for centuries against the Span- 
iards, against the French; now it was to be against the Germans, 
That in protecting her vital interests she would also be keeping 
her solemn promises and defending a small and peaceful state 
against the wanton aggression of a ruthless and mighty military 
power, engaged, according to its own admission, in a flagrant 
violation of the law of nations, was to her vast moral advantage 
in securing the spontaneous sympathy and support of her own 
])eoj)le and widespread approval beyond her borders. 

On the 23d of July, 1914, there was a dull midsummer peace 
in Europe. By August 4 seven nations were at war. The 
responsibility for this tragic, monstrous, unnecessary crime 
against civilization, against humanity, was lightly assumed. 
The situation was created by the authorized heads of various 
states. Any power that in that crisis showed a willingness to 
delay, to negotiate, to confer, was working in the interest of 
peace. Any power that declined to do this, that adopted a 
peremptory attitude, that issued ultimatums with incredibly 
short time limits, hastened the appalling entanglement and was 
ready for war, whether it desired or intended it or not. 

The opinion of the outside world as to where that responsibility 
lies has been overwhelmingly expressed. That opinion was shared 
by a state that had for thirty-two years been the ally of Austria 
and Germany and was an ally in August, 1914. When asked 
on August 1, by the German ambassador, what were Italy’s 
intentions, the Italian Government replied through its Minister 
of Foreign Affairs that as the war undertaken by Austria was 
aggressive and did not fall within the purely defensive character 
of the Triple Alliance, particularly in view of the consequences 
which might result from it according to the declaration of the 
German Ambassador, Italy would not be able to take part in 
the war.” 

There are those who would place the responsibility of the 
war, not simply upon Austria and Germany, but upon the Great 
Powers generally. The bitter rivalries and hatreds of the 
nations, running ,back for generations, their efforts to score 
advantages ovt*r each other at every possible point and in every 
field, their malevolent and suspicious and intriguing diplomacies, 
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their frenzied competition for colonies and markets and raw 
materials and armies and navies, in short, their soaring and 
conflicting ambitions, these, it is asserted, and not the Austro- 
Serbian dispute, were the deep and therefore the true causes of 
the war and consequently, as all were involved in these ruinous 
rivalries, all were responsible for the final calamity. Clashing im- 
perialisms, we arc told, caused the war and as the imperialisms 
of England and France and Russia had on the whole been more 
successful than tliose of Germany and Austria, they must not 
be allowed to escape their full share of guilt in the settled 
judgment of mankind. Inflammable material was all about and 
consequently a fire broke out, apparently by spontaneous com- 
bustion. 

‘ To this explanation of the origin of the war it may be replied 
that irpperialisms do not clash of themselves, that they are not 
impersonal forces subject to no human control, that as a matter 
of fact they are directed at any given moment, and were in 
July, 1914, by certain individuals, and that consequently it is 
both pertinent and imperative to inquire what the actual conduct 
of those individuals, the chiefs of states, was in that crisis. 
Because there are sources of friction between states is no reason 
why war must inevitably result between them. Rivalries and 
rancors have been repeatedly adjusted and assuaged, and 
apparently impending wars averted, because those in charge of 
the fortunes of the states concerned have had sufficient wisdom 
and good will to smooth out their difficulties before it was too 
late and for the very purpose of avoiding the risky and costly 
appeal to arms. England and France and England and Russia 
had more than once been on the verge of hostilities and yet those 
conflicting “ imperialisms,” or more correctly those individuals 
temporarily representing them, had deemed it wiser to stop short 
of the plunge over the brink and had not only avoided war but 
had, through study and negotiation, ultimately become friendly 
to each other and had even ended in forming, indeed, a cordial 
understanding. 

The history of Europe from 1871 to 1914 shows again and 
again that friction docs not necessarily mean fighting, that 
international diflicultics are not insuperable, that it‘ is possible 
to keep the peace if tliere is a mutual desire to keep it. Those 
years had witnessed the rise of many international crises as 
serious as that of 1914, all of which had beep conjured away 
without resort to arms. It is certainly reasonable to believe that 
what had been done many times in the history of Europe might 
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have been done in 1914 had all the powers been willing to delay, 
to discuss, to seek a peaceful way out, to explore the possible 
grounds of .compromise, had they, in short, been willing to do 
what had been done on many critical occasions in the past. 
But two of those powers showed no penchant for such a proce- 
dure. Quite the contrary — and war resulted. 


THE WAR IN 1914 

Austria’s determination to wreak her wrath upon Serbia, to 
punish, humiliate, and master that small but independent and 
successful state, had led straight, and with incredible swiftness, 
to an appalling issue. Five great nations, Austria-Hungary, 
Germany, Russia, France, and England, and two small nations, 
Serbia and Belgium, liad passed, within a space of twelve 
momentous days, from a state of peace to one of war. From 
the Ural Mountains to tlie Atlantic Ocean, from the North Sea 
to the Mediterranean, hundreds of millions of men found them- 
selves caught in the meshes of a gigantic conflict, whose cost in 
human life and happiness and treasure must inevitably be tre- 
mendous. The world was stunned by the criminal levity with 
which Austria-Hungary and Germany had created this hideous 
situation. 

The sinister and brutal challenge was, however, accepted 
immediately and with iron resolution by those who had done 
their utmost during those twelve days to avert the catastrophe, 
and not only great powers like France and England, but small 
ones, like Belgium and Serbia, never hesitated, but resolved to 
do or die. That the contest was not merely a material one, but 
that the most precious moral and spiritual interests were involved, 
was clearly seen and stated at the very beginning of tlie war by 
the responsible statesmen of France and England. In those 
early days Mr. Asquith, prime minister of Great Britain, 
expressed the common resolution of the western powers when he 
declared: ‘‘We shall never sheathe the sword which we have 
not lightly drawn until Belgium recovers in full measure all and 
more than all that she has sacrificed, until France is adequately 
secured against the menace of aggression, until the rights of 
the smaller nationalities of Europe are placed upon an unassail- 
able foundation, and until the military domination of Prussia is 
wholly and finally destroyed.” A cause dedicated to such aims 
as those was \yoAhy of the supreme sacrifice it would pitilessly 
exact. 
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Why these references to Belgium and France? Because, in 
the military plans of Germany, these two were to be overrun and 
conquered first, then Russia, and then the dominance of Europe 
by Germany would be achieved and rendered unassailable. After 
that, let the world look out. It would henceforth receive its 
orders from Berlin and it would know full well the meaning of 
disobedience. 

Germany had demanded free passage for her troops through 
Belgium. King Albert, one of the unsullied heroes of a war 
i'ich in heroes, had at that critical moment embodied the spirit 
of his people and had added luster to the name of Belgium 
forever when, in reply to the arrogant demand, he announced 
that the Belgian Government is firmly resolved to repel with 
all the means in its power every attack upon its rights.” Then 
the thunder-cloud broke. The mighty German army burst upon 
the land, resolved to get to Paris by the shortest route, the valley 
of the Meuse. The fortress of Liege stood in the way. It was 
bombarded by powerful artillery and forced to surrender on 
August 7. Brussels was occupied on August 20. But the fall 
of Liege did not clear tlie route to France. Namur stood in 
the way and here the Belgians were aided by the French, and by 
the British, hurrying to the scene their ‘‘ contemptible little 
army,” as the Kaiser is said to have called it. Namur was 
occupied on August 22. Mons was next attacked and the French 
and English were compelled to begin a retreat. Withdraw they 
must or the German armies would envelop them and a disaster 
like that of Sedan in 1870 might result. The great retreat 
from Mons southward continued day after day, night after night, 
rapid, harrowing, critical, incessant, annihilation constantly 
threatening. City after city in northern France fell into the 
Iiands of the Germans, who advanced to within fifteen miles of 
Paris. The government of France was removed to Bordeaux. 
The completion of German victory seemed at hand. August 
was a month of gloom for the Allies. 

Then General Joffre, commander of the French armies, issued 
his famous order, stating that the retreat was over. To his 
generals he sent this message: ‘‘ The hour has come to hold fast 
and to let yourselves be killed rather than to yield.” ‘And to the 
army Joffre issued this : “ At the moment when we are about to 
engage in battle it is imperative that every one should remember 
that the time has passed for looking backward ; every effort 
must be devoted to attacking and repulsing the epemy. Troops 
that can no longer advance must, at all cost, keep the ground 
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they have won and be shot down where they stand rather than 
retreat. In the present circumstances no weakness can be 
tolerated,” • 


THE BATTLE OF THE MARNE 

The decisive moment had arrived. There was no faltering, 
but the whole French army was nerved to supreme effort. From 
September 5 to September 10, along a line of more than a hun- 
dred miles from Paris to Verdun, raged the famous Battle of 
the Marne, one of the decisive battles of the world’s history. 
The spirit in which these men fought was typified in General 
Foch, one of Joff're’s subordinates, who at a critical moment 
telegraphed to his chief : “ My right is in retreat ; my center is 
yielding. Situation excellent. I shall attack.” And attack he 
did, with great success. 

The Germans were defeated. Their terrific, crushing blow, 
intended to eliminate the French from the war, had failed. They 
retired as precipitately as they had advanced, the French at 
their heels. Only when they w^ere across the Aisne and in trenches 
already prepared for them were they safe. At the Battle of 
the Marne France had saved herself and Europe and the 
world. 

After the Battle of the Marne the Allies sought to break 
through the German lines along the Aisne but were unsuccessful. 
Thereupon there ensued a race to the sea, an extension of the 
trenches northward to the English Channel. The Germans over- 
ran the western part of Belgium, seized Antwerp (October 10) 
and Ostend and tried to get to Dunkirk and Calais, but were 
arrested at the Yser River by the combined Belgian, French and 
English armies. This First Battle of the Yser lasted from 
October 10 to November 21, and was, on the whole, an Allied 
success. By the encf of October the opposing sides were en- 
trenched against each other all the way from Nieuport to Switzer- 
land. The war of positions,” which was to last with only minor 
changes down to March, 1918, had begun. 

As the result of all these events the Germans were in posses- 
sion of a farge area of northeastern France and of nearly all 
of Belgium. The possession of this territory greatly augmented 
their power to make war, for it carried with it ninety per cent, 
of the iron ore of France, and fifty per cent, of the coal of France, 
and the harbors of the Belgian coast became favorable bases for 
the submarine warfare adopted later. 
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The Germans had not only won great and rich territories in a 
two months’ campaign: they had also won great hatred and 



a moral condemnation so general and so intens^ that it is hard, 
if not impossible, to find its equal in human history. From the 
moment they stepped upon Belgian territory they trampled under 



A WAR OF ** FRIGHTFULNESS 


671 


foot all considerations of humanity, of decency, of honor. No 
people was ever subjected to a greater display of heartless- 
ness and cruelty than Germany showed in her treatment of 
Belgium. Not only were conscienceless pillage and systematic 
looting the order of the day, not only were towns and cities 
fined and mulcted of enormous sums of money, not only were 
villages fired, not only were works of art and public monuments 
destroyed, but large numbers of civilians, men, women, and little 
children, were murdered in cold blood or subjected to treatment 
worse than death. The Germans deliberately carried out a policy 
of frightfulness,” of terrorism, with all its horrors. It is 
no wonder that Belgium’s most distinguished poet and man of 
letters, Maurice Maeterlinck, called the German the foulest 
invader that the world has ever borne.” A prosperous and 
peaceful people was ruined, and threatened with starvation from 
which it was only saved by the charity of the world. Intense 
was the indignation of the outside world as the martydom of 
Belgium was unrolled. The Germans were regarded as ‘‘ barba- 
rians ” in their method of making war. 

Such was the course of events in western Europe after the 
fateful August 4, 1914. Meanwhile events were occurring else- 
where. Russia, mobilizing far more rapidly than the Germans 
had supposed she could, invaded East Prussia about the middle of 
August, gaining several victories. The Germans were forced 
to withdraw some of their troops from the western front to 
meet this unexpected menace, and this contributed to the German 
defeat at the Marne. The victories of the Russians were short- 
lived, for under the command of General von Hindenburg the 
Germans defeated them disastrously in the battle of Tannenberg 
(Aug. 26--Sept. 1, 1914) and at the Mazurian Lakes (Sept. 
6-12). Hindenburg was henceforth the idol of Germany. A 
legend of invincibility, began to grow up about his name although 
the Russians were able to win a victory at Augustowo (Sept. 
29-Oct. 4) and to invade East Prussia once more. 

The Russians were more successful against Austria. Invading 
the Austrian province of Galicia they captured Tarnopol and 
Lemberg and Jaroslav and began the siege of Przernsyl, which 
surrendered in March, 1915. An invasion of Hungary was 
intended as the next step. 

As Austria was thus fully occupied with Russia, the Serbians 
were able to exp^l the Austrian armies which had invaded their 
country (Dectmber, 1914). They crowned their suxjcesses by„ 
retaking their capital, Belgrade. 
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TURKEY ENTERS THE WAR 

Other events of those months of 1914, which must be chronicled, 
are: the entrance of little Montenegro into the war out of 
sympathy for Serbia, the Montenegrins being Serbians by race 
(August 7) ; and the entrance of Turkey into the war on the 
side of the Central Powers (November 3). The latter was an 
event of considerable importance. Though European Turkey 
had been greatly reduced as a result of the Balkan Wars, the 
Ottoman Empire was still extensive, including Asia Minor, 
Armenia, Mesopotamia, Syria, Palestine, and Arabia, in ail over 
seyen hundred thousand square miles, or an area more than three 
times as large as the German Empire, and with a population 
estimated at twenty-one millions. Its capital, Constantinople, 
was a city of over a million inhabitants, and its location incom- 
parable, lying, as it does, at the point where Europe and Asia 
meet, and barring the entrance to and the exit from the Black 
Sea, that is, to and from southern Russia. The Sultan ruled over 
a most motley collection of peoples, over Turks, a minority of the 
whole population, and over Arabs, Greeks, Syrians, Kurds, Cir- 
cassians, Armenians, Jews, and numerous other races. The only 
unity that these races knew was to be found in the oppression they 
all experienced from their government, which was an unrestrained 
tyranny. The government was strongly pro-German. Enver 
Pasha was minister of war, a man who had been a military attache 
in Berlin, and had formed the most intimate relations with the 
German military circles. During most of his reign the Emperor 
of Germany had striven successfully to build up German influence 
in Turkey and by 1914 Turkey was the willing and eager tool 
of Germany, her army largely officered by Germans. The 
expected therefore occurred when the Turkish Government per- 
mitted two German warships, the Goeben and the Breslau, to 
enter the Bosphorus, whence they sailed into the Black Sea and 
bombarded Russian ports. Russia thereupon declared war upon 
Turkey, November 3, 1914, and England and France immediately 
did the same. , 

Turkey’s entrance into the war was intended to be and was a 
threat at the Balkan states and at the British Empire, that is, 
at India and Egypt. It involved Asia and Africa in the war, 
Mesopotamia, Syria, Palestine, Egypf. An immediate conse- 
quence was the dethronement of the Khedive of E^ypt, who was 
plotting with the Sultan to expel the British. Great Britain 



EGYPT A BRITISH PROTECTORATE 


673 


declared Egypt a protectorate of the British Empire, thus ending 
its nominal connection with Turkey, and appointed the uncle of 
the dethroned Khedive in his place, with the title of Sultan. 
Turkish attempts to invade Egypt and get control of the Suez 
Canal, thus cutting England’s connection with India, were frus- 
trated in the following year (February, lOlS). 

JAPAN ENTERS THE WAR 

Still another power entered the war almost at the beginning, 
Ja|)an (August 23, 1914). Japan had two reasons for par- 
ticipating. One was loyalty to her alliance with Great Britain 
which, concluded originally in 1902, had been renewed in 190.5 
and 1911. That treaty had been of the greatest service to 
Japan, increasing her international prestige and guaranteeing 
her territorial rights. It was a defensive alliance, each side 
promising the other support in certain contingencies in case 
of war. 

Such a case having arisen, England now applied to Japan for 
assistance in protecting her trade in the East, and Japan loyally 
responded. But that protection could not be secured as long as 
Germany held her strong naval base at Kiauchau. The Japanese 
knew how Germany had acquired that base, seventeen years 
before, after having in conjunction with Russia and France 
forced Japan to relinquish the fruits of her victory in her war 
with China.^ They thei’ofore took })leasure in requiting this 
injury and in expi-cssing their demand in the same language that 
Germany had used to them nineteen years before. On August 
15, 1914, an ultimatum was issued by Japan to Germany demand- 
ing that she withdraw her fleet and surrender Kiauchau as neces- 
sary “ to the peace of the Far East ” and requesting an answer 
by August 23. Germany sent no answer to this ultimatum, but 
the Kaiser telegraphed to Kiauchau: “ It would shame me more; 
to surrender Kiauchau to the cTapanese than Berlin to the Rus- 
sians.” On August 23, w'ar w'as declared by Japan against 
Germany, and by the middle of November she had conquered the 
German cqlony. On October 7 she also occupied the Marshall 
Islands. From that time on until 1918 her participation in the 
war was slight. She was, how'ever, one of the Allies, having 
agreed with England, France, and Russia not to make a separate 
peace. 


1 See alwve, j)p. 6’23-624 
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ENGLAND CONTROLS THE SEAS 

t 

Meanwhile another aspect of the war was being played upon 
the high seas. The immense importance to the Allies of the 
naval preponderance of Great Britain was shown from the first 
days of the war and was made each day increasingly apparent. 
The British won a naval victory near Heligoland in August, the 
Germans won a naval victory off the coast of Chili in November, 
which was avenged by England in a complete defeat of a German 
fleet off the Falkland Islands (December 8). The total result 
of these events w^as tlie sw^eeping of German naval vessels from 
the high seas and the bottling up of the main German fleet in 
the Kiel Canal ; also the sweeping of German merchant shipping 
from the ocean. Now and then a German raider might still get 
out and do damage. The submarine danger w^as as yet not 
serious. Owung to Great Britain’s practical control of the 
great water routes of communication the transport of troops 
to the scene of battle from England, Canada, Australia, South 
Africa, and the transport of munitions and merchandise, and 
the exchanges of commerce, could go on, in the main, unimpeded. 
The importance of this fact cannot be exaggerated. It enabled 
the Allies vigorously to prosecute the war, and it kept industrial 
and commercial life active, a source not only of comfort and 
convenience, but of wealth, and wealth was necessary to the 
maintenance in full and increasing vigor of armies and navies 
and all the various war services. 

Thus we see how crowded with decisive events were those months 
from August to December, 1914. The flames so lightly and 
joyously ignited by Austria and by Germany were spreading 
rapidly and portentously. By the end of that year ten nations 
were at war, Austria-Hungary, Germany, and Turkey on the 
one side, Serbia, Russia, France, Belgium, (*jreat Britain, Monte- 
negro, and Japan on the other. Two great nations, the United 
States and Italy, and many small ones, had declared their 
neutrality. Whether they would be able to maintain it, in a 
war w^hich, as was already clear, affected every nation, not only 
in its economic life, but in its intellectual, moral, anU spiritual 
outlook, remained to be seen. 

The year 1914 closed with the Allies holding the Germans on 
the western front, having defeated them at the battle of the 
Marne. 
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THE WAR IN 1915 

The Germans had conquered all but a small section of Belgium, 
had conquered northeastern France, and had dug themselves in 
from the North Sea to Switzerland. Attempts on the part of 
the Allies to dislodge them and to break through the line were 
made repeatedly in 1915. At the battle of Neuve Chapelle the 
English under Sir John French attacked over a front of a little 
more than four miles. The attack was preceded by the most 
terrific artillery engagement ever known in warfare. On that 
narrow front more than three hundred British cannon opened fire 
on March 10. After they had prepared the way the infantry 
pressed forward, gaining a mile. On the two following days the 
Germans delivered repeated counter-attacks but without success. 
The British held their new front but the casualties were extremely 
heavy. A mere local dent had been made in tlic German line. 
The battle was important as showing sliar])ly how tremendous 
must be the effort and the sacrifice if tlie Germans were to be 
driven out of France and Belgium. Both England and Germany 
lost more in killed, wounded, and captured than the English and 
Prussians had lost in the battle of Waterloo. 

From April 22 to April 26 occurred a similar battle on a 
narrow front, this time begun by the Germans. Here gas was 
used for the first time. The French line collapsed. Those who 
survived the gas retreated three miles. The battle is famous for 
this now feature of warfare, and for the remarkable coolness, 
Jieroism, and spirit of sacrifice of the Canadians. On the 
Canadians the storm broke with its full force and Canadian 
militia rc])eated the glories of British regulars from Mons to 
the Marne. In British imperial history the Second Battle of 
Vpres will be memorable.” But it broke no line and, like the 
battle of Neuve Chapflle, it was mere ‘‘ nibbling,” a word that 
now passed into current use to describe the character of the 
fighting. 

All through the summer of 1915 there w^as only desultory 
fighting on the w^estern front, broken by S})ecial attempts to 
break the line which would not break. One incident of impor- 
tance was the relieving of Sir John French and the appointment 
of General Haig as commander-in-chief of the British armies. 
Tlie issue was to prove that England had at last found her 
leader. 
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GERMANY INVADES RUSSIA 

Other disappointments were reserved for the Allies during that 
bitter year of 1915. Germany ^s original })lan of campaign had 
been, as we have seen, first to crush France and to eliminate her 
from the war, then to turn eastward and eliminate Russia, after 
which she would dictate whatever peace she chose to Europe. 
The battle of the Marne and the solid line of the French and 
English from Nieuport in Belgium to Swit/.crland had blocked 
this plan. France was not easily to be eliminated. Therefore 
the Germans adopted a new plan, namely, to crush and eliminate 
Russia, then to turn westward, settle accounts with France and 
bring England to her knees. Of course while attending to their 
eastern enemy, they must hold their western front tight, and 
even attack, if the opportunity offered. There must be no sus- 
pension or relaxation of effort anywhere, but tlie main emphasis 
must be put upon the eastern campaign, as it was the more 
inviting and promised the more immediate gains. There was an 
additional argument in favor of making the main effort in the 
east. Hindenburg, the new idol of Germany, from long years 
of study was minutely acquainted with all the natural features 
of that theater of war. What he had done at Tannenberg he 
could do again, and again, perhaps. 

Therefore eastward the path of empire took its way. The 
developments there were destined to exceed tlie wildest imagina- 
tion of the Germans. After Tannenberg the Russians, recover- 
ing, resumed the offensive, and again invaded East Prussia, 
whereupon Hindenburg fell upon them, administering a crushing 
defeat in the battle of the Mazurian Lakes (February 12, 1915). 
The Russians lost in killed and wounded a hundred and fifty 
thousand and a hundred thousand of thenj were taken prisoners. 

This was a mere beginning. East Prussia was freed from tlie 
presence of the Russians. But they had overrun Galicia, a 
northern province of Austria. They must be ex])elled and then 
no foreign soldiers would stand on the soil of the Central Empires. 
Moreover the war should be carried straight over into Russia. 
The tables must be turned, and turned they were in a memorable 
fashion. All through the summer, from April to August, a 
mammoth drive of Germans and Austrians combined, under 
Hindenburg and Mackensen, went on over a wi^e front. Victory 
followed victory in rapid succession. The Russiuns were driven 
out of Galicia. Przemysl fell on June 2; Lemberg on June 22. 
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Russian Poland was invaded. Warsaw, its capital, was captured 
on August 5. All of Poland was conquered and Lithuania and 



Courland were cwcrrun but the real German objective, the 
destruction of fbe Russian arm 3 % bad not been attained. When 
the campaign was over the Russian line was still intact, but it 
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had been forced far back and now ran from Riga, in the north, 
to Czernowitz, in the south, near the northern border of 
Roumariia. 

It was a notable summer’s work. Mackensen took his placn 
beside Hindenburg, as a national hero. The process of Russian 
disintegration which two years later was to lead to the shameful 
Treaty of Brest-Litovsk had begun. Russia had lost 65,000 
square miles of territory, a territory larger than New England. 
The military statistics of this war are uncertain, being subject 
to no control outsidei official circles, but it is said that Russian 
losses in killed and wounded were a million two hundred thousand 
and nearly a million in prisoners. The Russian commander, 
Grand Duke Nicholas, was removed from chief command and sent 
to the Caucasus. So much for the eastern front. As 1914 had 
seen the Germans seizing Belgium and northern and eastern 
France, 1915 had seen them seizing a large part of Russia. The 
Germans were entitled to the elation which they experienced and 
which they volubly expressed. 

THE GALLIPOLI CAMPAIGN 

The Allies suffered another notable discomfiture during that 
year 1915, and a serious diminution of ])restige, this time in the 
extreme southeastern point of Euro])e. They attempted the 
capture of Constantinople, the capital of the Turkish Empire, 
an extraordinarily difficult thing to do owing to topographical 
reasons. Could they accomplish this, then tlie Balkan states not 
yet in the war would probably enter it on the side of the Allies, 
and with that alignment Austria could be attacked and invaded 
from the south and east ; also Turkey might be compelled to 
sue for peace or at any rate would be put on the defensive. And 
could the Allies control the Dardanelles avd the Bosphorus, they 
could secure a connection with Russia through the Black Sea. 
They could thus send to Russia the war supplies she so greatly 
needed and could receive from her the food supplies she produced. 

In February and March a British and French fleet tried to 
force the Dardanelles. Penetrating the channel a.^ far as the 
‘‘ Narrows,” they could get no fartlier. The shores were power- 
fully fortified, and in the battle between the forts and the ships 
of war, several of the latter were destroyed. The fleet was forced 
to withdraw. Constantinople could not be Keached that way. 
Next an attempt was made by land. After a costly delay Anglo- 
French troops, reenforced by trooj^s from Australia and New 
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Zealand, called “ Anzacs,” ^ who had been brought up by way 
of the Red Sea, landed on the peninsula of Gallipoli, Sir Ian 
Hamilton in command. But the Turks had had their warning 
and, under the command of a German general, Liman von Sanders, 



were ready for them. The landing was effected only at a heavy 
cost and the positions which the Allies confronted proved im- 
pregnable. A flanking movement from Suvla Bay likewise proved 
^ A composite word made by the initial letters of the words Australian 
New Zealand Army Corps. 
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unsuccessful. The Allies held on all through the year, bit 
they were foiled and in December they abandoned the attempt. 
Their losses had been enormous and nothing had been accom- 
plished, save that possibly the expedition had kept the Turks 
from pressing any attack upon the Suez Canal. The reaction 
of this conspicuous and comidete failure upon the hesitating 
Balkan states, Bulgaria and Greece, was disastrous. They, 
hitherto neutral, began to think th it the Central Powers would 
ultimately be victorious and that it would be more prudent as 
well as pleasanter to be on the winning side. 

BULGARIA JOINS THE CENTRAL POWERS 

Bulgaria’s dislike of Serbia, Roumania, and Greece was intense. 
She resented bitterly the Treaty of Bucharest ^ and only awaited 
a favorable opportunity to tear it up. With the Russians 
retreating week after week and month after month before the 
terrific onslaughts of Hindenburg and Mackensen, with the 
Turks and Germans blocking the straits of the Dardanelles and 
holding the British tightly to the coasts of Gallipoli, it seemed 
evident to Tsar Ferdinand and to his minister Radoslavoflf that 
the Germans were the })redestined victors in this gigantic war. 
Tlierefore, after a disreputable display of double-dealing, they 
enlisted Bulgaria on the side of the Central Powers (October 4, 
1915). This action of Bulgaria had two immediate consequences. 
It linked the Central Powers wdth Turkey, completing the cor- 
ridor ” to the East, to Asia. And it sounded the doom of 
Serbia. 

Serbia had been the unwdlling pretext of a war which had so 
soon broken all bounds, dragging the world with it toward the 
abyss. Austria’s ultimatum to Serbia had been the signal for 
the general melee. Austrian armies had immediately invaded 
Serbia and had seized Belgrade, though* only after having en- 
countered a stubborn resistance, during which the Serbians had 
at one moment won a brilliant victory (August 20, 1914, and 
succeeding days), the first general battle on a European front. 
The Serbians, aided by the Montenegrins, fought desperately 
against the Austrian invasion, and by the middle of December 
their victory was complete. Belgrade was reoccupied on 
December 15. The Austrians retreated precipitately out of the 
land for which they had had such lordly contempt. Their retire- 
ment was a rout. Serbia even invaded AiVstria. A Serbian 

1 See above, pp. G52-()53 
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author may be pardoned for writing: ‘‘In ten days the Serbian 
victory over five Austrian army corps was complete. Since the 
days when Scjpio saved Rome from Hannibal, or when England 
destroyed the might of Spain, the world has never seen such a 





spectacle, and never lias victory been more deserved,^’ General 
Misitch was the hero of this Serbian hour. 

Such was th® first chapter of Serbian history in the Great 
VVar. The second was very different. The Germans and 
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Austrians, fresh from their successes in Russia and Galicia, 
invaded Serbia in great strength in October, 1915, under General 
von Mackensen. At the same time the Bulgarians invaded her 
from the east. For two months the Serbians fought single- 
handed and with unquenchable valor against the overwhelming 
forces of Germany, Austria, and Bulgaria, left in the lurch, 
moreover, by their ally Greece, which was by treaty bound to 
aid them in a contingency like this. Serbia was completely con- 
quered and crushed. A remnant only of lier armies was able to 
reach safety on the coast of Albania, whence it was transported 
in Allied vessels to the island of Corfu. It is difficult to find 
words adequately to characterize the awful retreat across the 
barren Albanian Mountains, the unspeakable hardships endured. 
The war exacted another martyrdom. The Austro-Germans 
followed up their conquest by overrunning Montenegro (January, 
1916). 

Simultaneously with this conquest and extinction of Serbia 
another train of events was being started, whose full significance 
was not to be made manifest until two more eventful and dis- 
couraging years had passed. In October, 1915, an Anglo- 
French force landed at Salonica, the leading port of Greece. It 
had come to aid Serbia in response to an invitation from the 
prime minister of Greece, Venizelos. Constantine, the King of 
Greece and a brother-in-law of the German Emperor, did not 
propose to aid Serbia, although by treaty bound to do so. He 
now dismissed Venizelos and began a tortuous pro-German policy 
which was ultimately to cost him his throne. 

The Anglo-French army marched northward to help the Serb- 
ians, but was unsuccessful and had to withdraw behind the lines 
of Salonica. But out of the union of this force, subsequently 
greatly enlarged, wdth the reorganized and reinvigorated rem- 
nant of the Serbian army which had fuund refuge in the island 
of Corfu, was to emerge in time salvation lor the stricken land. 

ITALY JOINS THE ALLIES 

While the situation had, during the year, grown worse for the 
Allies in the East and in the Balkans, there had been a distinct 
and a promising gain for them in another quarter. Italy had 
entered the war on their side. For over thirty years Italy had 
been a member of the Triple Alliance, concluded in 1882, with 
Germany and Austria-Hungary. That aUianco she had renewed 
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as late as 1912 and that renewal was to run until 1920. But 
when the war broke out in 1914 and when Italy was asked by 
her allies to do-operatc with them, she declined on the ground that 
she was obliged to aid them only if they were attacked. Instead 
of being attacked they had themselves begun the war. Italy 
therefore adopted a policy of neutrality, which she maintained 
until May 23, 1915. Then, at the moment when the Russians 
were in full retreat, she entered the war on the side of the West- 
ern Powers. This was the great gain of the year for the Allies 
and one that bade fair to redress the balance of power in their 
favor. 

The Italian Government, in acting thus, was but responding 
to a widespread popular demand. Ever since the Kingdom of 
Italy had been formed in the decade between 1859 and 1870 the 
Italians had been restless under the thought that their unifica- 
tion had been incomplete, that outside the boundaries of the 
state as determined at that time there were hundreds of thousands 
of Italians still subject to Austria, in the Trentino to the north, 
and in Trieste and the peninsula of Istria to the northeast. 
This was Italia Irredenta or LTnredeemed Italy. This territory 
the Italian Government now endeavored to acquire, at first peace- 
fully through direct negotiations with Austria-Hungary, then, 
that method failing, through war. Another motive also influenced 
tlie Government, the insistent popular demand that Italy do her 
share in the work of the defense of civilization against Kxiltur^ 
of democracy and liberty against autocracy and despotism. The 
sti-ong instinct of the Italian people was that they belonged with 
the Allies by reason of the principles they held in common with 
them. Their action in entering the war was naturally greeted 
with enthusiasm in France and England, and with deep resent- 
ment in Germany and Austria. 

Italy declared war jipon Austria-Hungary on May 23, 1915, 
upon Turkey on August 21, and upon Bulgaria in September. 
It was not until August 27 of the following year, (1916), that 
she declared war upon Germany. The reasons for this delay 
are none too clear. Whatever they may have been, the delay 
is now generally regarded as a mistake. 

The intervention of Italy was followed shortly by that of the 
little independent republic of San Marino, which declared war 
upon the Central Powers, June 3, 1915. 

Another Allied gain during 1914 and 1915 was the conquest of 
the German colbnies. Japan seized Kiauchau, as we have seen, 
soon after her entrance into the war. In Aifrica, British and 
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French troops easily overran Togoland and Kamerun. German 
Southwest Africa was conquered by South African troops under 
General Smuts. A campaign against German East Africa was 
begun early and resulted in soon freeing that colony of most of 
the German troops, some of whom, liowever, remained untracked 
and undefeated until the end of the war. In the maii\ the vast 
German colonial empire had shrunk to very small proportions by 
the close of 1915. 

In the same year, 1915, occurred an event which shocked the 
world by its wanton and cowardly barbarity and which was in 
time to have far-reaching consequences, the sinking, on May 7, 
of the mammoth Atlantic liner, the Lusitania, off the coast of 
Ireland. This incident may best be described later. It sliould, 
however, be included in tliis untoward list of events which dark- 
ened, for the Allies, the year 1915. 

THE WAR IN 1016 

We have seen that Germany’s original plan of war was to crush 
France first and then to turn against Russia and force her to her 
knees. This plan had been attempted in 1914, but had not 
succeeded. France had not been cruslied but had, in the famous 
battle of the Marne, defeated the Germans, driving them pre- 
cipitately back to the Aisne, had saved her own field army intact, 
had saved Paris and the most important fortresses of France, 
Verdun, Belfort, Toul, and Epinal. LTneonquered and undaunted 
France was all through 1915 and in 1916 the hope and the main- 
stay of the world, the flaming and resolute soul of the Allied 
cause. After a year and a half of war Russia had, however, been 
badly defeated and had given many signs of that weakness and 
disintegration which were later to develop so rapidly and appal- 
lingly. England was not yet fully conscious of the part she must 
play ; she had not yet brought herself to adopt universal military 
service, although she had accomplished wonders in volunteering. 
Italy had done little to justify the great hopes with which the 
Allies had greeted lier entrance into the war. Belgium had been 
virtually wiped off the map; so had Serbia, Montj^negro, and 
Albania; all had been overrun by the armies of the Central 
Powers land were securely held. France, however, stood defiant 
and resolute, tense, straining every nerve, steeled for every 
contingency. < 

But France had suffered terribly and the G\irman military 
authorities believed it was possible to do, in 1916, what they had 
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failed to accomplish in 1914. This is the meaning of Verdun. 
The German General Staff thought that, by delivering one 
terrific, irresistible, deadly blow against the French army, they 
could smash it. Then peace would be in sight, as France would 
recognize the hopelessness of further struggle, the sheer impos- 
sibility of ever recovering Alsace-Lorraine. Verdun was a strong 
position, but, once taken, no equally stout defense could be made 
between there and Paris. The ca])ital would fall and the fall 
of Paris would certainly mean the elimination of France. Inci- 
dentally, as the German Crown Prince was in command near 
Verdun, blinding military glory would irradiate the person of 
the heir to the Prussian throne. Could anything be more 
desirable or more appropriate? 

VERDUN 

On February 21, 191(5, at 7.15 in the morning the storm 
broke upon Verdun, a place long famous in the military annals 
of France, but destined now to win a glory beyond compare. 
Never had there been so pulverizing an artillery fire as that which 
inaugurated this attack. The Germans had made enormous 
preparations, had enormous armies and supplies. It seemed 
humanly impossible to prevent them from blasting their way 
Ihroiigh. But the impossible was done. The French disputed 
every inch of ground, with incredible coolness and inexhaustible 
bravery. Nevertheless they lost position after position and in 
four days of frenzied fighting were driven back four miles. Then 
French reenforcements arrived, hurried thither by thousands of 
motors. And one of Joffre’s most brilliant subordinates, Petain, 
reached the scene and infused new energy into the army of 
defense. Superb and spirit-stirring was Petain’s cry to his 
soldiers : Courage, comrades ! We’ll get them.” 

It is impossible to summarize this battle, for it raged for six 
months, from February to October, and w^as characterized by a 
multitude of incidents. The fighting back and forth for critical 
})ositions continued week after week and month after month. 
Douauniont and Vaux arc the names of two subsidiary fofts 
which staml forth most conspicuously in the murderous welter 
nf repeated attack and counter-attack, of thrust and counter- 
tlirust. The Germans were resolved to take Verdun, cost what 
it might. They yrerc ready to pay the price but victory they 
would have. They paid the price, in irreparable losses, but 
victory they did not win. The French stiffened, under Petain 
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and later under Nivelle, and with the electrifying cry, 11$ ne 
passeront pas! ” They shall not pass ! they baffled the fury 
of the enemy and at the end pitched him out of mos?h of the posi- 
tions he had won. Verdun did not fall. The military reputa- 
tions of Petain and Nivelle had grown enormously and the laftter 
soon succeeded Joffre as commander-in-chief. The Crown Prince 
did not emerge from this enterprise irradiated with any blinding 
effulgence of glory. 

THE BATTLE OF THE SOMME 

The course and outcome of the later phases of the Verdun 
campaign were affected by another campaign whicli was being 
carried on simultaneously in another sector of tlie long line that 
ran from Belgium through France to Switzerland. This was 
the Battle of the Somme. This was an Anglo-French attack, 
stretching from Arras to some distance south of the Somme 
River, the English under General Haig, the French under Focli, 
the Germans under Hindenburg, who had been transferred to 
the west after his great successes in the east. England was now 
striking a new pace, which she was to continue and to increase, 
in participation in the war on land. In 1914 she had had only 
a small regular army of a hundred thousand men. This was 
rapidly increased by volunteering, which acliieved notable pro- 
portions but not notable enougli. Finally in January, 1916, 
she had adopted conscription for single men, and, in May, for 
married men as w^ell. Thus she now had universal service for all 
between the ages of 18 and 41. She was training the new recruits 
hastily and w^as increasing her munition supplies enormously. 
She had taken over more and more of the line until she was now 
manning about ninety miles from the sea to the Somme. 

The people of the Allied countries expepted that their armies, 
thus enlarged and elaborately equipped, would attempt to break 
through the German lines. The Battle of the Sommo was an 
endeavor to bring to an end the long deadlock on the western 
front. After a terrific bombardment, which had by this time 
become the customary prelude to an offensive, the general assault 
was begun on July 1. For a few days the Allies made progress, 
though on the whole very slowly. The railroad centers, Bapaume 
and Peronne, were their objectives. The German line stiffened 
and fiercely counter-attacked. The battle (Iraggcd and the 
rainy season set in, making it almost impossible to move the 
heavy guns over the muddy roads. While both the English and 
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the French took a number of towns' and considerable bodies of 
prisoners, they were unable to attain their objectives. All 
through the snimmer and well into the fall the desperate struggle 
went on, dying down in October. The total area won by the 
Allies was small, about 120 squares miles. Nowhere had they 
advanced more than seven miles from their starting point. 
Nevertheless Haig was rigid when lie announced that the cam- 
paign had been a success for three reasons, namely, because it 
had relieved Verdun ; because, by liolding large masses of Germans 
on the western front, it had enabled Russia to win a considerable 
victory on the eastern front ; and because it had worn down the 
German strength. It was in the second phase of this battle of 
the Somme that a new and redoubtable engine of war was intro- 
duced by the British, powerful armored motor cars, quickly nick- 
named tanks,” which could cross trenches, break tlirough 
barbed-wire entanglements, and at the same time could scatter a 
murderous fire all about from the guns within. Machine gun 
fire against them was entirely ineffectual. Only when squarely 
liit by powerful missiles from big cannon were the tanks disabled. 

There was also serious fighting during 1916 on the Italian and 
on the Russian fronts. The Austrians, supposing the Russians 
had learned their lesson in the previous year and that they would 
think twice before again assuming the offensive, left their eastern 
fiH)nt lightly guarded and prepared to punish the Italians, their 
historic enemy, and now more hated than ever because of their 
treachery ” in breaking the Triple Alliance, In May the 
Austrians began an attack from the Tyrol. Controlling the 
passes of the Alps, they were able to form a large army and to 
threaten Verona and Vicenza. The Italians resisted desperately 
but lost a large number of guns and men. They also lost about 
two hundred and thirty square miles of Italian territory. But 
the Austrians had weakened their eastern front so seriously that 
the Russians were winning great victories over them in that 
theater. This in turn reacted upon the Italian campaign by 
forcing the Austrians to recall many troops in order to ward off 
the new danger. Therefore they were obliged to forego for the 
time being their dream of breaking into the plains of Venetia. 

While the^Russians had been forced by Hindenburg and Mack- 
ensen to make a great retreat in 1915, they had not been put out 
of the war and, in June, 1916, they began, under Brussilov, a 
new offensive, thi.^ time between the Pripet Marshes and the 
Austrian province of Bukowina. Brussilov’s drive was for a 
while successful and netted far larger territorial gains than were 
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made on the western front in the Battle of the Somme. Brussilov 
was able to push the Austrians back from twenty to fifty miles, 
to take a large number of prisoners and to captui^e many towns 
and cities, including the important ones of Lutsk and Czernowitz. 
The campaign lasted from June to October, but after the first 
month no great progress was made and the offensive gradually 
wore down and stopped. Russia was far from having recovered 
what she had lost in the previous year. Indeed, she recovered 
practically nothing in the north from the Pripet Marshes to the 
Baltic Sea. 

The interplay of these various campaigns was unmistakable. 
The Somme helped Verdun, the Russian drive helped Italy by 
freeing her of the Austrians and by enabling her to begin an. 
offensive along the Isonzo which yielded Gorizia on August 9 
and brought her to within thirteen miles of coveted Trieste. 
But while there was this interplay, this relieving of pressure in 
one region by bringing pressure to bear in another, the team- 
work was most imperfect. The desirability of a unified command 
of all the Allied forces had hardly begun to dawn. It took the 
experiences of another year and more to drive that idea into 
the minds of the governing authorities of the various countries 
concerned. 


ROUMANIA ENTERS THE WAR 

The unhappy consequences of the lack of proper co-ordination 
in a common cause were conspicuously shown in another field 
in this same year of 1916, namely, in Roumania. Roumania 
entered the war on the side of the Allies on August 27, 1916. 
Her chief motive was to assure the realization of her national 
unity,” by which phrase was meant the liberation from Austria- 
Hungary of the three million Roumanians ^dio lived in the eastern 
section of the Dual Monarchy, in Transylvania, and their incor- 
poration in the Kingdom of Roumania. The principle of nation- 
ality was at the basis of Roumania’s action, the })rinciple that 
kindred peoples desiring to be united should be united. Rou- 
manians declaration of war was naturally warmly applauded by 
the Allies. It was followed immediately by a Roumanian invasion 
of Transylvania, which achieved very considerable successes. 

But the Germans were resolved to prevent this threatened 
mutilation of their ally and also this threatened cutting of the 
connection between the Central Powers and Turkey. Roumanian 
success, if unimpeded, would widen out into the Balkans and 
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imperil the famous “ corridor ” through Bulgaria and Serbia. 
The German General Staff determined, therefore, to strike with 
all the force At its command, to deal a blow that should be both 
swift and memorable. Two large armies composed of Germans, 
Austro-Hungarians, Bulgarians, and Turks, and under the com- 
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luaiul of Falkenliayn and Mackenscn, were sent apiinst Rou- 
luaiiia. Tl/ey coiKjuered the southern part of the kingdom with 
eomparative ease and entered Bucharest, the capital, on Dec- 
ember 6 . What was left of the liouinaniaii army withdrew to 
tfie north. Jassy became tlie provisional seat of Roumanian 
government. Peace w’^as not concluded until much later, but 
meanwhile the Central Powers controlled most of the territory 
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of Roumania, and exploited its rich resources in wheat and oil. 
The corridor to Constantinople was widened rather than cut. 
From this time forth the German ambition to create a Middle 



Europe, dominated by Germany, became moije and more pro- 
nounced and more and more insistent. 

The Roumanian disaster was due to the immense superiority 
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of German resources, equipment, and generalship; also to the 
mistakes of Roumania. One of these mistakes was the lateness 
of her decision to enter the war. None of the Allies was in a 
position to help her, except Russia, whose conduct was now 
equivocal. Had Roumania declared war in June at the moment 
of Brussilov’s great victories, the outcome might have been very 
different. As it was she declared it when Brussilov’s drive had 
been brought to a standstill. This was but one more proof of 
the fact that the Allies must bring about a closer correlation of 
their efforts, if they were to win. 

One more state entered the European War in 1916, Portugal. 
On February 23, Portugal seized the German ships in her harbors, 
claiming that tlie shortage of tonnage created by Germany’s 
submarine campaign justified the action. Whereupon Germany, 
declared war upon her, March 9. A few days later it was offi- 
cially announced by the Portuguese minister to the United States 
that Portugal is drawn into tlie war as a result of her long- 
standing alliance with England, an alliance that has withstood 
unbroken the strain of five hundred years,” This, it is curious 
to note, is a reference to a treaty signed in London on June 16, 
1373, by which each country pledged itself to assist the other in 
case of war, a treaty quite as legitimate as that of the Triple 
Alliance, much more venerable, and far less injurious to the wel- 
fare of Europe. During all these centuries the Anglo-Portuguese 
Alliance has continued, frequently reaffirmed, the friendship it 
was designed to bring about still exists, the treaty concluded in 
1373 has been broken by neither party and is still considered 
in force. Portugal participated in the war by sending an army 
to France and by aiding England in Africa. 

THE NAVAL BATTLE OF JUTLAND 

The year 1916 witnessed also a great naval engagement between 
England and Germany, the Battle of Jutland. England had 
given since the outbreak of the war remarkable evidence of her 
might upon the ocean. The mobilization of her fleet in the open- 
ing days was quite as noteworthy in its way as the mobilization 
of the Gernfan army, and as the latter entered forthwith upon 
a career of victory, so also did the former. The pressure of 
the British navy began at once to be felt where it was intended 
it should be, in Germany. A blockade of the German coast was 
established at 4he very outset, which was destined to be made 
steadily more effective. Germany’s merchant shipping was swept 
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from the ocean, the vast fabric of her sea-borne commerce col- 
trapsed. The British fleet prevented Germany from importing 
'SUch essentials as foodstuffs, petroleum, cotton, ceffee, rubber, 
•zinc, tin, so necessary in the work of war. The blockade was 
not perfect, as now and then a German raider could get through, 
sure, however, in the end, to be hunted down. But the attention 
of the world, the attention even of England herself, was not 
riveted upon this incessant naval war as it was upon the military 
operations on land. One reason for this was that the naval 
war was silent and unseen, although its effects were most impor- 
tant. Another was that the war on land was bitterly contested 
and gave rise to numberless incidents, was a tense, critical, and 
doubtful struggle, while the war on the sea was, generally speak- 
ing, devoid of incident. England’s command of her element was 
never in doubt, and was even challenged only infrequently. Sub- 
marines could and did do occasional damage, even in one instance 
sinking three English war vessels, and there had been, as we have 
seen, two or three sea fights between small fractions of the fleets, 
Germany winning a victory in the early days off Chili, England 
a far more significant one subsequently off the Falkland Islands. 
These events were, however, of minor im])ortance. But the main 
German fleet stuck tightly to its base, the harbor of Kiel, and 
the unremitting, perpetual stress of the blockade offered no 
sensations to a world which was surfeited with sensations as a 
result of the land warfare. 

But on May 31, 1916, the German High Seas fleet, commanded 
by Admiral von Scheer, steamed forth, and skirted up the western 
coast of Denmark. It was sighted by the British scouts under 
Admiral Boatty, about 3.30 in the afternoon, an engagement im- 
mediately began, the main British squadron, under Admiral Jelli- 
coe, coming up only later. The battle continued for several hours 
until darkness came on, between eight and nine. It was the great- 
est naval battle since Trafalgar and, in th^ strength and power of 
the units engaged, undoubtedly the greatest in all history. The 
result was inconclusive. Both sides lost important ships but 
both claimed to be victorious. That the real victor, however, 
was England was proved by the fact that the German fleet was 
obliged to return to Kiel and did not again emergl* from that 
refu|je. Britannia still ruled the wave, and it was extremely 
fortunate for the safety of democracy in England, France, Italy, 
and the United States, and for liberty everywhere, that she did. 

Had England rendered no other service than* this of making 
the seas safe for freedom and dangerous for despotism, the debt 
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of humanity to her would be incalculable. But she was doing 
far more than this. The utterances of her statesmen, like those 
of France, fr,om the first of August, 1914!, defined the issues at 
stake, and set forth adequately the appalling gravity of the 
crisis. Not only were those utterances profoundly educative 
but they were veritable trumpet blasts, summoning to action, 
in the interest of all that men in Western Europe and in America 
had long held most precious. In the darkest hours, and there 
were many such during those first three years, there w'as no 
faltering in high places, no talk of compromise of right with 
wrong, no weakening of resolution, no abatement of effort. It 
must never be forgotten that the leaders of France and England, 
and the nations they represented, were constant and valorous 
defenders of the New World, as of the Old, that it was their 
heroism and their immeasurable spirit of sacrifice that barred 
the way of a mighty and conscienceless military power toward 
universal domination. Never did men die in a holier cause. And 
they died in enormous numbers, literally by the million. 

ENTRANCE OF THE UNITED STATES INTO THE WAR 

In such a contest as that the United States belonged, body 
and soul. If she was to preserve a shred of self-respect, if she 
was to maintain inviolate the honor of the American name, if 
she was to safeguard the elementary rights of American citizens, 
if she was bound in any sense to be her brother’s helper in the 
defense of freedom in the world, then she must take her stand 
shoulder to shoulder with the hosts of freemen in Europe who 
were giving and had long been giving the last full measure of 
devotion to that cause, then she must spend her manhood and 
her wealth freely and without complaint, as France and England 
and Belgium and Serbja had done. 

From very early in the war there were Americans who 
endeavored to arouse their country to a sense of its danger and 
its duty, to persuade it to prepare, to fire it with the resolve to 
keep the nation’s ’scutcheon clean. Among those who, by their 
quick and intelligent appreciation of the situation, by their 
courage and activity, rendered invaluable service in the campaign 
of national education were E.x-President Roosevelt and Gl;e^eral 
Leonard Wood. Many Americans enlisted in foreign legions. 

From August, 1914, to April, 1917, America passed through 
H painful, humiKating, and dangerous experience. Her declara- 
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tion of war was the expression of the wisdom she distilled from 
that experience. Her entrance into the war was the most impor- 
tant event of the year 1917, though not immediately the most 
important, for the collapse of Russia, occurring also in that 
year, had a quicker and more direct bearing upon the military 
situation. But in the end, if America kept the faith, she could 
tip the scales decisively. 

We entered the war finally because Germany forced us in, 
because she rendered it absolutely impossible for us to stay out 
unless we were the most craven and pigeon-hearted people on 
the earth. Any one who counted on that being the case was 
entertaining a notion for which he could certainly cite no evi- 
dence in our previous history. 

How did Germany force us into this war? What specific 
things did she do tliat could be answered in the end in one way 
and one way only? 

GERMAN OFFENSES AGAINST AMERICA 

The record is a long one, of offenses to the moral, the intel- 
lectual, the spiritual, the material interests of America. First, 
the wanton attack upon Serbia, a small state, by two great ones, 
Austria and Germany, and the flouting of all suggestions of 
arbitration or attempts to settle international difficulties, methods 
in which America believed, as had been shown by her own repeated 
use of them, and by her enthusiastic support of the efforts of 
the two Hague Conferences to perfect those methods and to win 
general adhesion to them. Second, the invasion of Belgium and 
the martyrdom of that country, amid nameless indignities and 
inhumanities. The indignation of America was spontaneous, 
widespread, and intense. The sentiment of horror, thus need- 
lessly aroused, coupled with admiration for the brave resistance 
of the Belgians and sympathy for their sufferings, contributed 
powerfully to the creation of that state of mind which finally 
gained expression on April 6, 1917. 

But the conquest and the inhuman treatment of Belgium were 
no direct infringement of our rights. The national indignation 
was profoundly stirred, the national sympathy Sroused, but 
neither the sovereignty of the Government nor the persons or 
property of the citizens of the United States were affected. 
These were, however, not long to remain imgtiune from attack. 
German and Austrian officials, accredited to »ur Government 
and enjoying the hospitality of our country, proceeded to use 
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their positions here for the purpose of damaging Germany’s 
enemies. They fomented strikes among American munition 
workers and ‘seamen; they caused bombs to be placed on ships 
carrying munitions of war; they plotted incendiary fires, and 
conspired to bring about the destruction of ships and factories. 
In 1915 the ambassador of Austria-Hungary, Dumba, and the 
German military and naval attaches, Papen and Boy-Ed, were; 
caught in such activities, and were forced to leave the country../ 
Under the supervision of Papen a regular office was maintained 
to procure fraudulent passports, by lying and by forgery, for 
German reservists. American territory was used as a base of 
supplies, and military enterprises against Canada and against 
India were hatched by Germans on American soil. These 
German plots were in gross defiance of our position as a neutral 
and of our sovereignty as an independent nation. 

GERMANY’S SUBMARINE POLICY 

While the diplomatic representatives of Germany were engaged 
in plotting criminal enterprises against Americans at home, the 
Gorman Government itself had embarked upon a course of pro- 
cedure that inevitably ended in the destruction of American lives 
and property on the high seas. In February, 1915, Germany 
proclaimed the waters around the British Isles a war zone ” 
and announced that enemy ships found within that zone would 
be sunk without warning. Neutrals were expected to keep their 
ships and citizens out of this area. If they did not, the respon- 
sibility for what miglit happen would be theirs, not Germany’s. 

Such was the announcement of Germany’s submarine policy, 
a policy that was to have more momentous consequences than its 
authors imagined. A submarine is a war vessel and as such has 
a perfect right to attack an enemy war vessel without warning 
and sink her if she can. But neither a submarine nor any other 
war vessel has any right, under international law, to sink a 
merchantman belonging to the enemy or belonging to a neuti^al, 
except under certain conditions, and one of the conditions is 
that the persons on board, crew and passengers, shall be removed 
to the ship attacking or their lives otherwise absolutely safe- 
guarded. 

President Wilson, six days after the German proclamation, , 
despatched a note^to Germany announcing that the United States : 
would hold the German Government to a strict accountability ” j 
should any American ships be sunk or American lives lost, and ! 
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that the United States would take all steps necessary to safe- 
guard American lives and property and to secure to American 
citizens the full enjoyment of their acknowledged rights on the 
high seas,” 

To this the German Government replied that neutral vessels 
entering the war zone will themselves bear the responsibility 
for any unfortunate accidents that may occur. Germany dis- 
claims all responsibility for such accidents and their conse- 
quences.” This was a clear announcement that not only did slie 
propose to sink enemy merchantmen, but neutral merchantmen 
as well, were they found within the prohibited zone, without 
removing the passengers to safety or even giving them the warn- 
ing necessary to enable them to take to the lifeboats, which, on 
the high seas, would themselves not be places of safety but which 
at least might perhaps give some chance for life. 

On March 28, a British steamer, the Falaha^ was torpedoed 
and one American was drowned. On May 1, an American ship, 
the Gul flighty was torpedoed without warning. The vessel 
managed to remain afloat and was later towed into port, but the 
captain died of heart failure caused by the shock, and two of 
the crew who jumped overboard were drowned. The Government 
of the United States began at once to investigate the case, as 
here apparently were all the elements calling for strict accounta- 
bility. But before the investigation was completed, indeed before 
a week had passed, the case was overshadowed by another, the 
sinking of the Lusitania. 

Germany’s ruthless submarine campaign, in force since Febru- 
ary, had resulted by the first of May in the sinking of over 
sixty merchant ships in the war zone, several of them belonging 
to neutral nations, with a loss of about two hundred and fifty 
lives, all of them the lives of noncombatants. Germany had 
deliberately adopted a policy that involve^ the killing of as many 
noncombatants, hitherto protected by international law and the 
usages of warfare among civilized nations, as might be necessary 
to enable her to achieve her ends. What she had done on land 
to hundreds and thousands of peaceful, unarmed, non-fighting 
people in Belgium and France she was now ready and resolved 
to do on the sea. But while she was torpedoing many vessels, 
yet England’s commerce went on as before, thousands of ships 
entering and clearing British ports, and Great Britain was trans- 
porting an army to France without the losst of a single man. 
As the German people had been told that the si/omarines would 
quickly bring England to her knees and as they were not doing so. 
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something spectacular and sensational must be achieved to justify 
the promises and expectations, and to silence criticism or dis- 
couragement ^t home. Consequently, the largest trans-Atlantic 
British liner still in service was selected for destruction. The 
world, it was believed, would then take notice and people would 
think twice before entering the war zone. On May 7, off the Irish 
coast, the Lvsitania was torpedoed twice without warning and 
sank in less than twenty minutes. Nearly twelve hundred men, 
women, and children were drowned, among them over a hundred 
Americans. This cold-blooded, deliberate murder of innocent 
nohco’mbatants was the most brilliant achievement of Germany’s 
submarine campaign and was celebrated with enthusiasm in 
Germany as a great victory.” The rest of the world regarded 
it as both barbarous and cowardly. The indignation of Ameri- 
cans at this murder of Americans was universal and intense. 
When, three years later, American soldiers in France went over 
the top, in the campaign of 1918, shouting ‘‘ Lusitania ” at their 
foes, they were but expressing the deep-seated indignation of an 
outraged people, an indignation and resentment which time had 
done nothing to assuage. 

On May 13, President Wilson despatched a message to Ger- 
many denouncing this act as a gross violation of international 
law, demanding that Germany disavow it and make reparation 
as far as reparation is possible,” and declaring that the Goven-^ 
ment of the IJnited States would not “ omit any word or any act 
necessary to the performance of its sacred duty of maintaining 
the rights of the United States and its citizens and of safeguard- 
ing their free exercise and enioyment.” 

Germany replied on May 28, evading the main issues of the 
American note and making many assertions that were quickly 
proved to be false. A correspondence ensued between the two 
governments, in which the President repeated his demand for 
disavowal and all possible reparation. In the end Germany 
offered to pay for lives lost but refused to admit that the sink- 
ing of the ship was illegal. No agreement was reached between 
the two nations. No action, however, was taken by the American 
Government. 

All through 1915, torpedoing of vessels continued, and several 
Americans were drowned. The Government steadily proclaimed 
our rights, the German Government evading the fundamental 
]>rinciples involvc(J, trying to confuse the issue by raising irrele- 
vant points. • 

On March 24, 1916, occurred another major event in this 
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campaign of indiscriminate murder of innocent noncombatants, 
namely the torpedoing without warning of an English ship, the 
Sussex, while crossing the English Channel. Two Americans 
were injured and about seventy others, who were on board, were 
endangered. President Wilson again protested and declared the 
United States could “ have no choice but to sever diplomatic 
relations with the German Empire altogether,” unless the German 
Government “ should now immediately declare and effect an 
abandonment of its present methods of submarine warfare against 
passenger and freight-carrying vessels.” Finally, on May 4, 
Germany agreed that henceforth merchant vessels should not be 
.sunk without warning and without saving human lives, unless 
these ships should attempt to escape or offer resistance. But 
she appended a condition, namely that the United States should 
con^pel Great Britain to observe international law. If the United 
I States should not succeed, then Germany “ must reserve to itself 
complete liberty of decision.” 

President Wilson accepted the promise and repudiated the con- 
dition on the ground that our plain rights could not be made 
contingent by Germany upon what any other power should or 
should not do. To this note Germany sent no reply. 

That the promi.se was entirely insincere, that it was the inten- 
tion to keep it only as long as it should be convenient, that ruth- 
less submarine warfare was to be resumed whenever it seemed 
likely to be successful, was admitted later by the German 
Chancellor, Bethmann-Hollweg. Sinkings continued to occur 
from time to time throughout 1916, and finally, on January 31, 
1917, the mask of hypocrisy and duplicity was thrown aside and 
a policy of unrestricted and ruthless submarine warfare was pro- 
claimed. Germany announced that beginning the next day, 
February 1, she would prevent “ in a zone ai’ound Great Britain, 
France, and Italy, and in the Eastern Mediterranean, all navaga- 
tion, that of neutrals included. . . . All ships met within that 
, zone will be sunk.” The insulting concession was made that one 
American passenger ship per week might go to England, if it 
were first painted in stripes, the breadth of which was indicated, 
and if at carefully followed a route laid down by Germany. 
“ Give us two months of this kind of warfare,” said the German 
Foreign Secretary, Zimmermann, to Ambassador Gerard, on 
January 31, “ and we shall end the war and make peace within 
three months.” , 

There was only one answer possible to such a note as this, 
unless the people of the United States were willing to hold their 
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rights and liberties subject to the pleasure and interest of 
Germany. On February 3, the President severed diplomatic 
relations with Germany, recalled our ambassador and dismissed 
von Bernstorff. Toward the end of the month Secretary Lansing 
made public an intercepted despatch from the German Foreign 
Secretary, Zimmermann, to the German Minister to Mexico, 
instructing him to propose an alliance with Mexico and Japan 
and war upon the United States, Mexico’s reward to be th0 
acquisition of the states of Texas, New Mexico, and Arizonal 
In other words, the United States was to be dismembered. 

When, on April 2, 1917, President Wilson appeared before 
Congress and in an address, which was a scathing arraignment 
of Germany before the world, recommended a declaration of war 
against this “ natural foe to liberty,” he had a predestined and 
enthusiastic response, for he was merely expressing the pent-up 
wishes of the American people, who did not intend to have war 
made upon them indefinitely without their hitting back at the ag- 
gressor with all the force at their command, and who were resolved 
to share in the enterprise of saving the world from Prussian domi- 
nation, or, in the words of the President, to vindicate the prin- 
ciples of peace and justice in the life of the world, as against 
selfish and autocratic power ” and to make the world safe for 
democracy.” On April 6, Congress passed a resolution to the 
effect that the state of war between the United States and the 
Imperial German Government which has thus been thrust upon 
the United States is hereby formally declared,” and it shortly 
proceeded to pass a series of important military, financial, and 
economic measures designed to enable the country to play a 
worthy part in the great struggle. The United States did not 
declare war upon Austria-Hungary until December 7, nor did 
it then or later declare war upon Bulgaria and Turkey. With 
the two latter diplomajic relations only were broken. 

Thus a war, begun with incredible lightness of heart by Austria- 
Hungary and Germany upon the banks of tlie Danube, had 
expanded to include not only most of Europe, but Asia and Africa 
and now all of North America. Canada had been in the war 
since its beginning and had greatly distinguished herself on many 
fields. Now^ came the United States, unprepared, save for her 
navy, which at once began to prove its mettle and its value to 
our Allies, but potentially an immense addition to the fighting 
ranks, should its eigormous and varied resources be developed and 
properly applied. The entrance of the United States into the 
war was followed by the entrance of the republics of Cuba and 



700 


THE WORLD WAR 


Panama on the following day (April 7). In June, 1917, King 
Constantine of Greece was deposed and Greece joined the Allies 
July 2. Siam declared war on Germany July 22, Liberia on 
August 4, China on August 14, Brazil on October 26, and in the 
same year several Central and South American states broke off 
diplomatic relations with Germany. 

Of more immediate and direct influence upon the course of 
the war than this intervention of the United States, which could 
only make itself greatly felt after a period of preparation, was 
a series of far-reaching and startling occurrences in another 
quarter. 

REVOLUTION IN RUSSIA 

The most important event of 1917 was tlic collapse of Russia 
and its withdrawal from the war. This meant an enormous 
increase of Germany’s poorer and at the same time imposed a 
new and mighty burden upon the Allies, a burden which threatened 
to be too great for them to bear. 

Russia had been badly defeated by Hindenburg in 1915, and 
Brussilov’s campaign of 1916, after important initial successes, 
had been brought to a standstill. Tl)c result of these events 
was to arouse criticism of the government. The belief spread 
that the old familiar “ dark forces ” were in control once more, 
that they were using the distresses of the nation for their indivi- 
dual advantage, that the court was pro-German, that the Tsar 
was meditating a separate peace with Germany. Charges of 
incompetence and dishonesty were made against certain officials. 
The leading members of the Duma demanded that a responsible 
ministry be created, a demand supported by the army and the 
people, and that radical changes be made in the government in 
the direction of greater efficiency, such as were being made in 
France and England, In February 10Q,000 workingmen went 
on strike in Petrograd, and 25,000 in Moscow. An acute food 
crisis developed and lawless raids on bakeries occurred. When 
ordered to fire on the mobs some of the soldiers refused to do so, 
an ominous sign. On March 11 the Tsar dissolved the Duma, 
wishing to get rid of it. But the Duma refused to^ dissolve. A 
revolution was in full swing. There was considerable street 
fighting, the police being the particular objects of popular wrath. 
.Revolutionary bands captured some important buildings and 
^jseized the Prime Minister Golitzin, and a fortier Prime Minister 
Stiirmer, under suspicion of being involved in •pro-German in- 
trigues. The Duma now effected a couf d'etat^ voting to 
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establish a Provisional Government. The Tsar was informed of 
this change and required to abdicate. This he did , on March 
15. Thus ended the reign of Nicholas II, the last of the Roman- 
offs, a family which had ruled in Russia for three hundred years 
and more. 


THE PROVISIONAL GOVERNMENT 

The Provisional Government was a coalition representing the 
three different parties which had had most to do with bringing 
about this surprising change. Prince Lvov, the head of the 
ministry, represented the business men and landowners of a 
liberal type; Paul Miliukov, Minister of Foreign Affairs, long 
associated with Russian reform movements, represented the Con- 
stitutional Democratic party; and Kerensky represented the third 
group, namely the soldiers and workingmen. Kerensky was a 
Revolutionary Socialist, sympathetic with the popular demand 
for a juster division of the land in the interest of the agricul- 
tural masses. The ministry proceeded to give back to Finland 
her constitution, to promise self-government and unity to Poland, 
to endow tlie Jews with equal political, civil, and military rights. 
On March 31 it abolished the death penalty. A general amnesty 
was proclaimed and exiles in large numbers returned from Siberia 
and were greeted with frenzied enthusiasm. The public mood 
was optimistic and excited. 

Revolutions once successful are difficult to arrest ahd have a 
way of passing rapidly through several stages, each more radical 
than its predecessor. The Russian Revolution formed no excep- 
tion to this rule, but rather illustrated it afresh. The period 
of reasoned liberalism, of rational and ordered reform, did not 
last long. The Socialists entered aggressively upon the scene, 
organizing soviets or councils of workingmen and soldiers. These 
Soviets^ particularly the one in Petrograd, began to oppose the 
Provisional Government as much as they dared, and to impose 
their views. In regard to the w^ar the Lvov ministry declared 
that free Russia did not aspire to dominate other countries or 
to get their territory, but that it would not allow its own country 
to come out of the war weakened or humiliated. On May 2 it 
announced to the Allies that Russia would continue in the war 
until a complete victory was achieved. The. Petrograd Council 
or Soviet, on the^ other hand, was in favor of a general pea^e 
to be secured by the workers of all lands, and asserted that the 
war had been begun and was being carried on in the interest of 
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kings and capitalists. This Council was powerful as representing 
the capital and was striving hard to dominate the Provisional 
Government. On May 16 Miliukov, the able Foreign Minister, 
was forced out of the Government on the ground that he was an 
imperialist, he having expressed the hope that Russia would 
acquire Constantinople. A Socialist was appointed in his place 
and Kerensky now became Minister of War. This reorganized 
ministry was in favor of continued co-operation with the Allies 
and against a separate peace. 

Kerensky soon became the dominant personality in the govern- 
ment. As Minister of War he endeavored to check the demora- 
lization which was making serious inroads into the army. 
Discipline was disappearing, acts of disobedience, if not actual 
mutiny^ were occurring at various points. Kerensky succeeded 
for a while in checking this alarming disorganization and even 
in arousing the army in Galicia to begin a new “ drive ” which 
made an advance of ten miles, only to be brought to a standstill 
by renewed mutinies, so that all that had been gained was lost 
(July, 1917). 

On July 22 Kerensky became head of the Provisional Govern- 
ment and remained such until he and his colleagues were over- 
thrown, on November 7, by the Bolsheviki of Petrograd. Keren- 
sky was a Socialist and was strongly opposed to a separate 
peace with Germany, but was in favor of a revision of peace 
terms by the Allies, in the direction of the formula, “ no annexa- 
tions, no indemnities.” The breakdown of discipline in the army 
continued to increase portentously. During the retreat in 
Galicia, generals found that they were obliged to discuss their 
orders with numerous committees of soldiers, and to secure their 
consent, before those orders could be executed. Officers were in 
some cases shot by their soldiers. Large numbers of troops 
retreated without making any resistance, so thoroughly pacifistic 
had they become as a result of the Socialistic propaganda carried 
on among them. Kerensky publicly characterized these acts as 
shameful and labored incessantly and with extraordinary energy 
to stop the growing anarchy and to restore the army as a fighting 
force, necessary even for the defense of the country, since the 
country was again threatened. His efforts were unavailing and 
conditions steadily grew worse. The Germans took the impor- 
tant city of Riga on September 2, with practically no opposition. 
The shame and impotence of a great state \gere being demon- 
strated every day anew. 
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THE BOLSHEVIKI SEIZE THE GOVERNMENT 

That shame and that impotence were illustrated in perfection 
by the policy and conduct of the new rulers of Russia, the Bol* 
sheviki, who succeeded in overthrowing Kerensky by violence on 
November 7, and in seizing the government, under the leadership 
of Lenine and Trotzky. Several of the ministers were arrested, 
and army headquarters were captured. Kerensky managed to 
escape, and was not heard of again for several months, when he 
finally appeared in London. Lenine became Prime Minister and 
Trotzky Minister of Foreign Affairs. 

The new government announced its policy at once ; an immedi- j 
ate democratic peace, the confiscation of all landed property,/ 
the recognition of the supreme authority of the soviets or/ 
workingmen’s and soldiers’ councils, the election of a con* 
stitutional convention. The Bolsheviki revealed themselves ade*' 
quately, though not completely, in these demands. They were/ 
extreme Socialists, resolved to effect a Socialistic revolution at 
once. They were unwilling to fight Germans or Austrians. 
They were willing to fight their own fellow-citizens for the 
purpose of robbing them of their property. They cared nothing 
about national honor. Honor ” was not a word in their 
vocabulary ; it was only a conception of hypocritical capitalists 
interested solely in feathering their own nests and exploiting the 
downtrodden. The Bolsheviki cared nothing for the' good faith 
of Russia, for they wished and intended to desert Russia’s allies 
and to make a separate peace with her enemies despite the fact 
that Russia had signed a treaty promising not to make a separate 
peace. Their moral standards were not above considering a 
treaty a scrap of paper, were not, therefore, superior to the 
standards of the Germans, in whose pay they were accused of 
being. As destroyers of a great nation, as artists in anarchy, 
as ruthless murderers of fellow-Russians, they were a great 
success. 

It was evident that with such men in power Russia’s participa- 
tion in the w^ar was over and that the burden im})osed upon the 
Western Allies would be far greater than ever. The Bolsheviki 
immediately started peace negotiations with the Germans, con- 
cluding with them an armistice at Brest-Litovsk (December 15) 
where three months later they supinely signed what were probafiW 
the most disgraceful and disastrous treaties known in the history! 
of any European nation, treaties that will be described later. ^ 
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The Russian Revolution and the rise of the Bolsheviki brought 
about the rapid disintegration, not only of the Russian people, 
but of the Russian state as a territorial entity. Finland declared 
its independence. The Ukraine, an immense region in the south, 
did the same. Siberia later followed suit. The Germans had 
control of Poland, Lithuania, and the Baltic Provinces and com 
sequently declarations of independence were not in order there. 
General Kaledin, the leader of the Cossacks, declared war upon 
the Bolsheviki in the name of the safety of the country. None 
of Russia’s allies and none of the neutral states recognized the 
Bolsheviki as the lawful government of Russia. It was reserved 
for the Germans and Austrians and Turks to do that. 

In December the Constituent Assembly, called by the Bolshe- 
vik!, met in Petrograd. When this proved unsatisfactory to the 
latter at its first session they sent a body of sailors into tlie 
chamber to disperse it. That ended the Constituent Assembly 
and gave a further illustration of the meaning of the Bolshevist 
formula about the self-determination of peoples. 

' The revolution in Russia in its immediate eflfects and the inter- 
vention of the United States in its possible ultimate effects were 
the two most outstanding events in the history of 1917. But, 
also, during that year military events of importance occurred. 
The eastern front saw comparatively little activity as, after the 
Russian Revolution, the Germans were content to watch the 
development of affairs in tliat country and in the main merely to 
guard the positions they had gained in Russia and Roumania, 
probably in the expectation of shortly imposing peace upon those 
countries and then being able to withdraw their troops from 
them and throw them with decisive force upon the western 
front. 

THE WAR IN 1917 

In the early months of 1917 the effects of the Battle of the 
Somme of the previous year were shown to be more important 
than had been supposed, for when the English and the French 
renewed their campaign in the same region they encountered a 
weakened resistance, the enemy withdrawing before them. Then 
ensued, in March and April, a retreat of the Germans to the 
famous Hindenburg Line,” called by their leaders a ‘^strate- 
gical retreat.” The Germans retired along a hundred mile front, 
from Arras to the neighborhood of Noyon, evaguating more than 
a thousand square miles of French territory whioh had formerly 
contained over three hundred towns and villages. But, com- 
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pelled to abandon this territory, they committed deeds which 
only deepened the odium in which German military practices were 
held in Allied and neutral countries. They devastated the coun- 
try as no country in Europe had ever been devastated before, 
and they did it with scientific thoroughness and satisfaction. 
France recovered only a scene of indescribable desolation. 
Buildings, public and private, schools and churches, works of 
art, historical monuments and priceless historical records were 
ruthlessly destroyed ; private homes wore stripped clean of furni- 
ture which was carted away by the Germans, wells were filled 
with dung, orchards were cut down, roads and bridges and rail- 
ways were blown up. If they must retire, the Germans were 
resolved to leave a region, hitherto one of the most fertile in 
France, ruined and blasted for years and even for decades to 
come. An eye-wdtness wrote as follows : “ With field glasses I 
could see far on either side of every road for miles and miles ; 
every farm is burned, fields destroyed, every garden and every 
bush uprooted, every tree sawed off close to the bottom. It 
was a terrible sight and seemed almost worse than the destruction 
of men. Tliose thousands of trees prone upon the earth, their 
branches waving in the wind, seemed undergoing agonies before 
our eyes.” 

Other events on the western front in 1917 were: the battle 
of Arras fought by the British, from April to June, and in the 
course of w^hich the Canadians distinguished themselves at Vimy 
Ridge; the long-drawn-out battle of the Aisne, fought by the 
French from April to November, famous for the fighting about 
the Chemin des Dames; the British offensive in Flanders, from 
July to December, which yielded Passchendaele Ridge and other 
positions; the battle of Cambrai, in November and December, in 
which the Germans were compelled to retire several miles on a 
front of twenty miles. 

THE INVASION OF ITALY 

But while on the French front the Allies made considerable 
gains, in another region they sustained a serious reverse, in Italy. 
The ItaliaiVS had seized Gorizia in 1916 and in the summer of 
1917 they carried on a successful off*ensive along the Isonzo and 
the Carso Plateau. But with the breakdown of Russia and the 
spread of pacifism in the Russian armies the Germans were able 
to send large Jjo&ies of troops and a great quantity of heavy 
artillery to the aid of their ally, Austria. On October 28, 1917, 
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the Austro-German army seized Gorizia ; on the 30th Udine fell ; 
a rapid retreat of the Italians followed to the Tagliamento. 
The Germans announced that they had captured 180,000 
prisoners and 1500 guns. The Tagliamento could not be held 
and the Italians were driven back to the Piave. For days the 
Allied world held its breath, fearing that what had happened to 
Serbia in 1915, to lloumania in 1916, was now in 1917 to happen 
to Italy, and that she would be conquered and eliminated from 
the war. But the Piave held and the attempts of the Central 
Powers to outflank it in the mountains to the north of Venetia, 
along the Asiago Plateau and other ridges, failed. There the 
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invasion was halted. Frencli and Englisli troops were rushed to 
the aid of Italy and their arrival greatly helped and encouraged 
the Italians. But the world had had" a bad shock and was 
apprehensive still, lest the Italian line should be broken. The 
Germans announced that the campaign had netted them 800,000 
prisoners and nearly 8000 guns. Whether this was true or not, 
certain it was that they had freed Austria of the enerhy and that 
they now themselves occupied four thousand square miles of 
Italian territory and that they were in a position to threaten 
the richest section of Italy, which contained, among other things, 
the great munition plants. i 

The Allied gains on the western front and those in Asia, which 
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will be referred to later, were but a slight comfort in view of 
the Russian and Italian disasters. The year ended, in gloom in 
the Allied camp. But there was at least some satisfaction to be 
derived from the fact that Venice had not been taken, and that 
that matchless creation of art had not been damaged by the 
ruthlessness of the enemy as had the incomparable cathedral of 
Rheims, the masterpiece of Gothic architecture, the living em- 
bodiment of French history, whose every stone spoke of long lines 
of kings — and of Joan of Arc. 

FIGHTING IN THE ORIENT 

The year 1917, therefore, closed in gloom. The collapse of 
Russia, the disaster in Italy, were more alarming in their possible, 
if not probable, consequences than the scattered and costly gains 
of tlie Allies on the western front and the entrance of America 
into the war, perliaps too late to be of any material value, were 
reassuring. In western Asia, it is true, the year brought some 
encouragement to the Allies, but liow durable or significant the 
successes there would prove to be it w'as quite impossible to fore- 
cast. As the Germans had loudly proclaimed their intention to 
link Berlin with Bagdad, and erect a Middle-Europe, and to 
extend it through Turkey and the groat valleys of the Euphrates 
and the Tigris, and as this was nothing less than a direct threat 
at the Britisli Empire in India and Plgypt, it was natural and 
inevitable that England should accept the German challenge in 
that part of the world as she had accepted it in western Europe 
and on the high seas. Consequently, as early as 1915 an expedi- 
tion had been sent out from India, under General Townshend, to 
prevent the consummation of the German plans. But the expedi- 
tion failed disastrously. After having advanced two hundred 
miles up the Tigris and after having seized the city of Kut-el- 
Amara, General Towr/shend found himself besieged in that place 
by the Turks and after a few months, no relief having reached^ 
him, he was forced to surrender with his entire army, about ten 
thousand men, on April 28, 1916, after a siege of a hundred and,- 
forty-three days. Not only was this a serious reverse in itself, 
but it grawly injured Great Britain’s prestige in the East* 
There 'was nothing for her to do but endeavor to repair the 
damage done. She at once organized another expedition on a 
larger scale and with more careful preparation, which she sent 
into Mesopotamia under General Maude, early in JL917. This 
expedition was successful. Kut-el-Amara was recaptured on 
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February 24 and on March 11 the British entered Bagdad in 
triumph. Bagdad was not of great strategic importance, but 
its capture exercised a decided moral effect thisoughout the 
world. 

Toward the close of the year the British achieved other vic- 
tories over the Turks, farther west, in Palestine. During the 
earlier years of the Avar the Turks liad seriously menaced Eng- 
land’s control of the Suez Canal and Egypt. The English re- 
solved to eliminate this danger once for all by sending an army 
into Palestine, under General Allenby. This army gradually 
forced its way nortliAvard, captured Jaffa, the seaport of 
Jerusalem, in November, and entered Jerusalem itself in triumph 
on December 10, 1917. Great was the rejoicing throughout tlic 
Christian world at this recoAX'ry of its sacred city after seven 
centuries of Mohammedan control. The achievement of the 
medieval Crusaders was being repeated. Would the new victory 
of the Christian over the Infidel prove ephemeral, as had the 
earlier one? 

The Germans were not downcast over the turn of events in 
these remote theaters of war. Nor had the}" any reason to be. 
On the whole they were holding the western front, and the eastern 
front had disappeared under the terrific bloAVs they had delivered 
to Russia and which had laid her low. On the 22d of December 
the German Emperor was undoubtedly expressing the preA^alent 
German opinion of the general situation when he said to the 
army in France: The year 1917 with its great battles has 
proved that the German people has, in the Lord of Creation 
above, an unconditional and avoAved ally on whom it can ab- 
solutely depend. ... If the enemy does not want peace, then 
we must bring peace to the world by battering in with the iron 
fist and shining sword the doors of those who will not have 
peace. . . . But our enemies still hope, with the assistance of 
new allies, to defeat you and then to destroy foreAx^r the world 
position won by Germany in hard endeavor. They will not 
succeed. Trusting in our righteous cause and in our strength, 
we face the year 1918 with firm confidence and iron Avill. There- 
fore. forward Avith God to fresh deeds and fresh victories ! ” 

THE BOLSHEVIKI AND PEACE 

The first of the fresh victories were to be achieved on the diplo- 
matic field and were to be supremely satisfactory f;o the Germans. 
They consisted of the treaties of peace imposed by them upon 
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Russia and Roumania, and upon the big fragments of former 
Russia which had declared their independence rather than remain 
connected with a country controlled by the Bolsheviki, namely 
the Ukraine and Finland. 

The Bolshcviki demanded immediate peace and when they suc- 
ceeded in driving Kerensky from power, and themselves assumed 
control, they began negotiations to that end. They signed an 
armistice at Brest-Litovsk, the German army headquarters, on 
December l5j 191T. The leading personages in the ensuing dis- 
cussion were Kiihlmann for Germany, Czernin for Austria- 
Hungary, and Trotzky for Russia. The negotiations were long 
and frequently stormy. Trotzky urged that the peace be based 
upon the principles of no annexations, no indemnities.” The 
Central Powers pretended to accept this formula. Their insin- 
cerity and duplicity in announcing their adhesion to this principle 
and to that of the right or peoples to determine their own allegi- 
ance were shortly made apparent. They refused to withdraw 
their troops from the occupied parts of Russia and they indicated 
clearly that their aims were the opposite of their professions. 
At this Trotzky balked and withdrew from the conference and 
the Russian Government announced that it would not sign an 
annexationist treaty,” but at the same time it announced that 
the war was at an end and it ordered the complete demobilization 
of the Russian troo])s on all fronts. 

Germany, however, refused to accept this solution of “ no war, 
but no peace.” It insisted on a treaty in black and ’white. As 
the negotiations had been broken off by the departure of the 
Russian delegates on February 10, the German army immediately 
assumed the offensive and began a fresh invasion of Russia, 
advancing on a front of five hundred miles and to within seventy 
miles of Petrograd. This speedily brought the Russians to 
terms and they signed on March 3, 1918, the Treaty of Brest- 
Litovsk, the most notorious annexationist treaty ” on record. 
Its principle provisions were: Russia surrendered all claims to 
Poland, Lithuania, Courland, Livonia, and ICsthonia ; she also 
renounced all claims to Finland and the Ukraine and agreed to 
recognize their independence and to make peace with them; she 
surrenderee/ Batum, Erivan, and Kars in the Caucasus to Turkey, . 
and^e promised to cease all revolutionary propaganda in the 
ceded regions and in the countries of the Central Alliance. 

Subsequently apd in direct violation of the plain intent of one 
of the articles of the treaty, the promise of a large money indem- 
nity was. exacted. from Russia. 
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By this treaty Russia lost an enormous territory, about half 
a million square miles, a territory more than twice as large as 
the German Empire, She lost a population of about 65,000,000, 
which was about that of the German Empire. A year or less 
of Bolshevism had sufficed to undo the work of all the Russian 
Emperors from Peter the Great to Nicholas II. So complete a 
mutilation of a great country Europe had never seen. Russia 
was thrust back into the condition in which she had been in the 
seventeenth century and which even then was found intolerable. 
Never in modern times has a great power surrendered such vast 
territories by a single stroke of the pen. Pacifism and inter- 
nationalism had borne their natural fruit with unexpected swift- 
ness. Gorky, the Russian novelist, and considered a radical until 
the Bolsheviki appeared and gave a new extension to that word, 
has estimated that this treaty robbed Russia of 37 per cent, of 
her manufacturing industries, 75 per cent, of her coal, and 73 
per cent, of her iron. 

What the future of the ceded territories should be was not 
indicated beyond the statement that “ Germany and Austria- 
Hungary intend to decide the future fate of these territories by 
agreement with their population.” A few weeks later the Central 
Powers dictated a pitiless treaty to Roumania, the Treaty of 
Bucharest, forcing largo cessions of territory and minutely and 
ingeniously squeezing her of her economic resources for their 
advantage. 

The Ti’eaty of Brest-Litovsk laid bare the soul of Imperial 
Germany. It proved to all the world that, whatever her profes- 
sions might be, her greed was unabashed and unrestrained. And 
this greed was characteristic not simply of her rulers, military 
and civil. All Germany ay)plaudcd. The same Reichstag which 
in July, 1917, had voted in favor of the ])rinciple of “ no an- 
nexations, no indemnities ” now enthusiastically ratified the 
treaty of Brest-Litovsk, the Socialists joming in. The rest of 
the world now knew, if it had not known before, what it might 
expect, if it was forced to pass under the same yoke. Germany 
stood completely unmasked. Her ideal was revealed in all its 
nakedness. 

Having arranged matters in the East to her satisfaction, and 
no longer threatened or preoccupied in that quarter, Germany 
now turned practically her entire attention to the western front, 
confident that, by concentrated energy of attack, she could at 
last conquer there and snatch the victory whic^i had so long 
eluded her and which would end the war. Transferring thither 
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her large eastern armies she was confident that now she could 
compel a decision and could force a settlement to her taste. 
One more campaign in France and all would be well. The spring 
drive was to be begun early, the intention being to separate the 
French and English armies and then defeat each in turn swiftly 
— before the Americans should arrive in any such numbers as 
to be able to influence the course of events. 

THE WAR IN 1918 

The drive opened on March 21, 1918. The mood in which it 
was begun was expressed by the Kaiser the day before : The 
prize of victory,” said he, must not and will not fail us. No 
soft peace, but one corresponding to Germany\s interests.” A 
month later the German financial secretary added an appendant 
to this Imperial thought when he said in the Reichstag on April 
23: We do not 3^ct know the amount of the indemnity which we 

shall win.” 

This great offensive, the greatest of the war, opened auspi- 
ciously and for three months proceeded according to the hearths 
desire. It was ushered in by the greatest gas attack Europe had 
ever known ; also by a long-distance bombardment of Paris by a 
new gun of greater range than any previous gun had possessed. 
The ensuing onslaught was one of terrific force and was designed 
to spring the French and English armies apart at their point of 
juncture. The objective was Amiens. As a matter of fact the 
English left was, in the next few days, driven back toward Arras 
and the English center driven beyond the Somme. This actually 
made an opening. The English front was broken and a great 
disaster might have easily resulted, for the Germans now tried 
to turn the English right by cavalry. They were, however, 
met and checked by French cavalry just in the nick of time. 
But between March 21 and ]\ larch 28, the Germans made great 
progress. Town after town fell into their hands, Peronne, 
Bapaume, Ham, Albert, Noj^on, Montdidier. It was at this 
critical moment that General Pershing placed all tlie forces under 
his commanjl absolutely at the disposal of Marshal Foch to be 
used as he might see fit. Foch had, so great was the danger, the 
greatest since the Battle of the Marne, been appointed, on March 
28, Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies on the Western 
Front. At last the Allies had achieved unity of command. 

After a sHglft pause the Germans attacked the English in the 
north, in Flanders, at the point where their army and the Portu- 
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guese were joined. By April 12 the English had been forced to 
make a considerable retreat. It was then that General Haig 
issued a special order to his men which would have discouraged 



and demoralized men less self-reliant and less, fond of the blunt 
truth, however unpleasant. This utterance of the English com- 
mander will remain historic: 
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Three weeks ago to-day the enemy began his terrific attacks 
against us on a fifty-mile front. His objects are to separate us 
from the French, to take the Channel ports, and to destroy the 
British Army. . . . Words fail me to express the admiration 
which I feel for the splendid resistance offered by all ranks of 
our army under the most trying circumstances. 

“ Many among us are now tired. To those I would say that 
victory will belong to the side which holds out the longest. The 
French Army is moving rapidly and in great force to our support. 
There is no other course open to us but to fight it out. 

Every position must be held to the last man. There must 
be no retirement. With our backs to the wall, and believing in 
the justice of our cause, each one of us must fight to the end. 
The safety of our homes and the freedom of mankind depend 
alike upon the conduct of each one of us at this critical moment.” 

The bitterest fighting continued and the British lost important 
positions near Ypres, the famous Messines and Wytschaete 
ridges, and then Mount Kemmel. But French reinforcements 
came and the Germans were checked. Y})res still held out. 

The Germans had suffered very severe losses in making these 
attacks and gains. They needed time to reorganize their ex- 
hausted divisions. Suddenly, on May 27, Ludendorff launched 
a new attack in an unexpected quarter on a forty-mile front, 
from Soissons to Rheims. On the 29tli Soissons fell. The Ger- 
mans advanced rapidly. By May 31 they were at the Marne 
once more after four years. In four days they had taken 45,000 
prisoners and an enormous amount of war material. They were 
held at Chateau-Thierrv on June 2 by French reserves which were 
rushed to the scene. The Germans were within forty miles of 
Paris and had gained nearly a thousand square miles of territory. 

The Americans were beginning to count. On May 28 they' 
captured Cantigny and two hundred and twenty-five prisoners. 
Later they helped tfie French check the Germans at Chateau- 
Thierry. They also foiled an attack in Neuilly Wood, advanced 
two-thirds of a mile, and took two hundred and seventy prisoners. 
On June 6 and 7 the Marines advanced two miles on a front of 
six miles and seized Torcy and Bouresches, A little later they 
occupied a part of Belieau Wood. These were details but 
useful and auspicious. 

On June 9 the Germans made an attack on a front of twenty 
miles from Mon^tdidier to Noyon, pressing the French center 
back several miles but at great cost. Then came a lull. 

On July 15 they began their fifth and final drive in this re- 
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markably successful campaign. Attacking on a sixty-mile front 
east and west of Rheima they pushed forward, crossed the Marne 
at several points and were evidently aiming at Chalons. They 
seized Chateau-Thierry. 

From March 21 to July 18, 1918, the Germans had carried 
on a colossal offensive and had taken many prisoners, much 
territory, and enormous booty. They were astride the rivers 
that lead down to Paris, itself not far away. Might not one 
or two more pushes give them the coveted capital of France 
and seal the doom of the Allied cause? Elated by four months 
of victories, which had brought them nearer and nearer the 
intended prey, inflamed by visions of imminent and unparalleled 
success, they were eager for the final spring. Then all would be 
over and a peace could be imposed uj)on the West similar to that 
imposed upon the East at Brest-Lit ovsk. The world would 
recognize its master, would be re-shaped according to Hohen- 
zollern ideas, and would henceforth receive its marching orders 
from Berlin. 


WAS AMERICA “TOO LATE”? 

Not many graver moments, if any, have ever occurred in his- 
tory. The world stood gripped by an intensity of anxiety and 
apprehension, painful, heart-sinking, intolerable. Particularly 
in America did a great and desolating wave of dread and fore- 
boding sweep over the public mind. Minutes seemed like hours 
and hours like weeks, so racking was tlie suspense. Had we 
arrived too late? We had been so slow in seeing our duty, in 
recognizing our responsibility in the desperate di’ama of our 
times, we had finally entered the war so unprepared, that it 
seemed only too likely that we were to pay, and that the woi'ld 
was to pay, a grievous price for our tardy perception and decis- 
ion. And would that price include, for us, not only national 
insecurity, but national dishonor and disgrace? The answer to 
these questions hung upon events, and events thus far had not 
been reassuring, had, on the contrary, seemed to be converging 
toward disaster. 

We had done much in material ways for the coihmon cause 
since our entrance into the war. Our navy, eflicient and ready, 
had begun, from the first day, to render useful and important 
services. But by the close of 1917, we had Ijjss than 200,000 
men in France. How many of these were prepared for front- 
line work it is impossible to say. But certainly they were far too 
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few for the emergency. On March 27 Lloyd George, the British 
Prime Minister, made an urgent appeal for “ American rein- 
forcements in the shortest possible space of time ” and declared 
that we are at the crisis of the war, attacked by an immense 
superiority of German troops.” The appeal was answered. 
From then on there was a rapid and increasing movement of 
American troops to Europe, 83,000 in March, 117,000 in April, 
214,000 in May, 278,000 in June, and by the end of July there 
were 1,300,000 American soldiers in France. By November 
there were more than two million. 

So desperate was the situation in mid-summer, 1918, that the 
French Government was prepared at any moment to leave Paris, 
as it had done in 1914. 

But this moment was never to come. For Marshal Foch now 
struck a blow which freed Paris from danger, and which inaugu- 
rated a new and, as we now see, the final phase of the war. On 
July 18 he assumed the offensive, attacking the enenij' on the 
flank from Chateau-Thierrv on the ]Marne to the river Aisne. 
With French and American troops he took the Germans by 
surprise, and achieved a brilliant success. His entire line ad- 
vanced from four to six miles, reclaiming twenty villages. 
Thousands of prisoners Mere taken, the Americans alone captur- 
ing over four thousand. A large number of guns were also 
seized. On tlie following days, the counter-offensive continued. 
Each day it achieved successes ; eacli day it gained additional 
momentum. The Allied world passed through a new experience. 
An uninterrupted series of triumphs for the armies of Marshal 
Foch filled the days and then the weeks, after he had seized the 
initiative on July 18. 

THE SECOND BATTLE OF THE MARNE 

Bv July 21 the Germans, threatened on the flank, were forced 
to withdraw the troops which had crossed the Marne. The 
Second Battle of the Marne was over and took its place in 
history, alongside the First Battle of the IMarne, having accom- 
plished the same deliverance of Paris and having begun the 
deliverance *of France. In that battle Americans had taken an 
important part, although it should not be exaggerated. Seventy 
per cent, of the troops participating in it were French. Forced 
to rccross the Marne, the Germans next took their stand on the 
river Vesle. Bitter fighting occurred there. Again they were 
compelled to retreat and their next stand was at the Aisne. 
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Week after week their backward movement continued, stubbornly 
yet unsuccessfully contested. Foch’s counter-offensive widened 
out far to the east of Rheims, far to the northo of Soissons. 
Between the Argonne Forest and the river Meuse the main Ameri- 
can army, intrusted with a formidable and difficult task, fought 
desperately day after day, pushing steadily but slowly and at 
great cost farther and farther north. West of the Argonne the 
French were driving the Germans back. 

At the same time, the French and the Britisli, with contingents 
of the other Allies, Italians, Belgians, Portuguese, Americans, 
interspersed, were attacking various points in the long line from 
Soissons to the English Channel. All these scattered attacks, 
carefully co-ordinated, were but parts of a comprehensive plan 
elaborated by Marshal Foch, who was now revealing himself to 
the w^orld as one of the master-intellects of the war. One does not 
know which to admire the more, the incomparable conception of 
this campaign or the marvelous execution. Unremitting pressure 
everywhere, damaging thrusts here and there, such was the evi- 
dent policy, the purpose being to maintain in Allied hands the 
initiative and the offensive which had been seized on the fateful 
July 18. Without haste, without rest, all through August and 
September and October the gigantic assault continued. The 
Allies steadily advanced as victors over ground which a short 
time before they had been compelled to abandon. Verdun was 
freed from the German menace, so was Rheims, so was Ypres. 
It would be impossible in any brief space, or, indeed, at length, 
even to catalogue the long list of incidents and events, in them- 
selves often of great importance and interest, in this vast and 
complicated movement. Many towns and villages, some of them 
in possession of the Germans since 1914, were recovered. All 
that the Germans had won in their drive from March 21 to July 
18 was lost, and the Allies then pressed on to coiujuer the rest 
of the territory of France, so long held by the Germans, to 
smash their retreating lines, wlierever established, and to hurl 
them out of France and out of Belgium. 

One detail of importance and of great interest to Americans in 
this general campaign was the elimination of the Saint-Mihiel 
salient by Pershing’s troops on September 12—13. 

By the end of September, after paying a heavy price for their 
retreat, the Germans were back on the famous Hindenburg Line, 
an intricate and powerful system of defenses w/iich they liad for 
years been building. Here they planned to hold, and then to 
institute an aggressive peace propaganda among the nations 
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supposed to be tired of war. The only way to block this purpose 
was to smash the Hindenburg Line and to compel the enemy to 
hurry on incessantly toward Germany. Could this be done? 

THE BATTLE OF THE HINDENBURG LINE 

The Battle of the Hindenburg Line will perhaps rank in his- 
tory as the decisive battle of the Great War, as momentous as 
the “ Battle of the Nations ” at Leipsic in 1813, which fore- 
shadowed the doom of the Napoleonic Empire. In each case 
the arrogant dream of world power was summarily dissipated. 
As, after Leipsic, F'rance had been invaded, so, after the Battle 
of the Hindenburg Line, the invasion of Germany seemed possible 
and likely. Napoleon, in a few months, had been compelled to 
abdicate. Might history repeat itself, after an interval of a 
hundred and five years? The climax of the four years’ war was 
rapidly approaching. 

The battle opened on September 26, with attacks on the two 
widely separated flanks. On that day the First American Army 
under General Liggett in conjunction with a French army under 
Gouraud moved against the Germans on the German left. The 
Americans fought between the Argonne Forest and the Meuse 
and at first advanced swiftly, taking many villages. Gouraud 
on the other side of the Argonne pushed forward. The Franco- 
American drive was not halted but rendered slower when German 
reserves were rushed to the scetie. 

Meanwhile Belgian and British trooj)s had attacked the 
German right flank far to the north in Belgium and had been 
successful in driving a wedge between the Germans on the Belgian 
coast and those in the region of Lille. Again reserves were 
rushed by Ludendorff to meet this danger. But neither here in 
Flanders nor at tlie .other extremity in the Argonne was the 
Allied pressure relaxed. 

Finally F'oeh was ready for his chief blow'. On October 8 he 
attacked the enemy, anxious about both flanks, in the cente*** 
The attack w'as made between Cambrai and Saint-Quentin by 
three Britis^i armies under Byng, Raw’linson, and Horne, aided 
by the F^rench under Debeney. Here the British achieved 
j)erhaps the greatest victory in their history'. Hope, repeatedly 
deferred, was realized at last. In three days the British drove 
straight through ihe Hindenburg Line on a front of twelve milgs, 
and where it Afas strongest, and then pushed on into the open 
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country. That boasted defense was no longer invincible. Saint- 
Quentin fell and so, shortly, did Cambrai. 



The consequences of this breaking of the <Hindenburg Line 
were enormous. The British pushed on toward Valenciennes. 
Activity was redoubled along tlie two flanks and soon advances 


ALLIED VICTORIES 


719 


were made pretty much along the whole line from the English 
Channel to Verdun. It was a wonderful co-operative movement 
with glory enough for all the Allies, and to spare. Laon, a 
tremendous stronghold, was soon evacuated. By October 16 th^e 
Germans had had to give up the Belgian coast, Ostend, Zeebrugge. 
Then Lille, Roubaix, and Turcoing were evacuated. In three 
weehs an amazing victory had been won over positions selected 
and long prepared by the Germans themselves. The Americans 
pushed steadily down the Meuse. After October 16 it was merely 
a question of time when the Germans would inevitably be driven 
back into their own country. Each subsequent day continued 
the tale of territory recovered, of towns captured, of a growing 
demoralization of the German army. The greatest battle of the 
war had been decisively won. It only remained to gather in 
the harvest. Tlie su])eriority of French military science over * 
German science was established, and the name of Marshal Foch 
took its j)lace among the great names of military history. 

Meanwhile in other theaters of this far-flung war momentous 
events were occurring, contributing powerfully to the gathering 
culmination. From every front and with each new day came 
news of victories so astounding and so decisive and attended with 
consequences so immediate and far-reaching that it was evident 
that the hour of su})reme triumph w^is rapidly approaching, 
that a terrible chapter in the history of humanity w^as drawing 
to a close. 

ALLEN13YS CAMPAIGN IN PALESTINE 

Fj*om Palestine came the news that Allenby, who had taken 
Jerusalem in December, 1917, was on the go again. With an 
army of 125,000 men, among whom was a small French con- 
tingent, he carried out a brilliant campaign against the Turks. 
Beginning in the micfdle of September, and making a rapid and 
consummate use of cavalr}^, he was able to get around them and 
in their rear, enveloping them, and delivering a staggering blow 
in the plains of Samaria. In the course of a few days Allenby 
captured 70,000 prisoners and 700 guns and practically all the 
supplies of the Turkish army. Following up this victory he 
pushed up to Damascus, which he entered on October 1, 1918, 
taking 7,000 prisoners. On October 6, a French squadron seized 
Beirut, the chief^ seaport of Syria. Then began a rapid dnve 
toward Aleppo, the object being to cut the Bagdad railway and 
thus isolate the Turks who were fighting in Mesopotamia. On 
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October 15, Homs, halfway between Damascus and Aleppo, fell, 
and also the port of Tripoli on the coast. A few days later 
^leppo was taken. The fate of Mesopotamia, Syria, Palestine, 
and Arabia was decided. Those regions, which for centuries 
had been under the blight of Turkish rule, were now freed. The 



Turkish Empire in tliat quarter of the world was a thing of the 
past. Also the dream of a German road from Berlin to Bagdad 
now went a’glirnmcring. 


SURRENDER OF BULGARIA 

And while the Turkish Empire was being amputated in the 
East, it was being effectively isolated in the West. Bulgaria, 
which bordered Turkey in Europe, was being eliminated from 
the war. Almost at the very time that Allcnby began his attack 
in Samaria, Franchet d’Esperey, a hero of the First Battle of the 
Marne, and now commander of the Allied army in the Balkans, 
an army consisting of French, British, Greek, Serbian, and Italian 
troops, attacked the Bulgarians between the Vardar and the 
Cerna rivers, and broke their lines in two, rendering their posi- 
tion highly critical. Ten days later, on September 29, Bulgaria 
signed an armistice which meant nothing less than unconditional 
; surrender. She agreed to evacuate all the and Serbian 

territory which she had occupied, to demobilize** her army, to 
permit the Allied troops to use any strategic points in Bulgaria 
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they might wish to, as well as all means of communication. 
Bulgaria was thus out of the war. The Berlin-Bagdad dream 
was twice dead. Railroad communication between Turkey and 
Germany was cut. The grandiose German plan of a Middle 
Europe, of which the world had heard so much, was rapidly 
being pushed into the lumber-room of damaged and discarded 
gimcracks. Turkey was verging swiftly toward her fate. Serbia 
was quickly reconquered by the Serbians and for the Serbians, 
and it could only be a question of a short time before Roumania 
would be able to rise again, and denounce the oppressive Treaty 
of Bucharest which Germany and Austria-Hungary had imposed 
upon her less than five months before, on May 7, 1918, a treaty 
which had practically robbed her of her independence, both 
economic and political. 

It was a matter of detail, though pleasing in itself, when on 
October 3, the self-styled Tsar of Bulgaria, Ferdinand, who had 
ruled for thirty-one years, abdicated in favor of his son, Crown 
Prince Boris, twenty-four years of age. Ferdinand was the 
second of the Balkan kings to lose his throne as a result of his 
conduct in the World War, Constantine of Greece having 
preceded him into exile in June, 1917. The new Tsar Boris III 
was shortly forced to abdicate and a republic was proclaimed. 
The republic, however, was short-lived, having failed to gain the 
necessary support, and the abdication was withdrawn. 

VICTORIOUS ITALY 

While such shattering events were occurring in the East, in 
the Balkans and in France, the war flamed up once more in Italy. 
It was in October, 1917, that Italy had suffered her great re- 
verse at Caporetto. It was then that she was thrown out of 
Austria, across the Isonzo, and that she herself was invaded as 
far as the Piave. Sbe had experienced colossal losses in men 
and in equipment. A year from that date, October, 1918, restored 
in morale and reinvigorated in every way, Italy assumed, under 
General Diaz, the offensive against the Austrians. Her attack 
was successful from the start and expanded steadily until she 
achieved an, amazing triumph which largely effaced the memories 
of the previous year. The hostile line was broken and the Aus- 
trians were compelled to flee pell-mell toward their own country. 
It was a rout and resulted in the loss of some 600,000 prisoners | 
and 7000 guns, the biggest haul of the war. Such was the battlei 
of Vittorio Veheto (Oct. 24-Nov. 3). Caporetto was avenged.] 
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TURKEY ELIMINATED FROM THE WAR 

<1 

The atmosphere was clearing rapidly owing to these decisive 
events. Both Turkey and Austria were ready to quit the war. 
Both asked an armistice. On October 31 the Allied Powers 
granted an armistice to Turkey on terms that amounted to 
unconditional surrender. The Dardanelles and the Bosphorus 
were to be freely opened to the Allies, who might also occupy the 
forts that protected them. Access to the Black Sea was thus 
guaranteed. The Turkish army was to be immediately de- 
mobilized. The Allies were to have the right to occupy any 
strategic points they might desire or need to. Other terms com- 
pleted the defeat of Turkey and registered her exit from the war. 

AUSTRIA BEGS AN ARMISTICE 

The armistice granted on November 4 contained similar con- 
ditions and also conditions even more severe. The Austro- 
Hungarian armies must be demobilized and must relinquish to 
the Allies and the United States a large part of their equipment, 
Austria must evacuate all territories occupied since the beginning 
of the war. Practically, too, she must give up the Trentino, 
Trieste, Istria and a part of tlie Dalmatian coast. All military 
Und railway equipment must be left where it was and be at the 
disposal of the Allies. All German troops must bo evacuated 
from Austria within fifteen days. All Allied prisoners held by 
Austria must be immediately restored to the Allies. A large 
part of the Austrian navy must be handed over. Several other 
provisions only emphasized in detail Austria’s complete defeat. 

Meanwhile Austria-Hungary was in rapid process of disin- 
tegration. Every despatcli brought news of ])opular outbreaks 
from all parts of the Dual Monarchy. ' The Czecho-Slovaks 
declared their independence, dethroned the monarch and pro- 
claimed a republic. Hungary declared her independence and 
apparently prepared to become a republic. It was rumored that 
Emperor Karl had fled, had abdicated, had been deposed. The 
truth was hard to discover, reports being so fragmentary and 
conflicting. Vienna evidently fell into the hands of the revolu- 
tionists and socialists and the German sections of Austria were 
said to have likewise declared their independence. The ancient 
empire was breaking up and several new statea were rapidly 
evolving. Nationalistic, democratic, and socialistic forces were 
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struggling for recognition and control. What the ultimate out- 
come would be no man could tell. The very winds had been let 
loose. Whether the House of Hapsburg still existed was uncer- 
tain. That it was doomed to vanish completely and that, too, 
very soon, seemed assured, if, indeed, it had not already vanished. 
No one knew what the next day or hour would bring forth 
in this maelstrom of fermentation, in this confusion worse 
confounded. 

The curtain was rapidly descending, the fifth act of the fearful 
tragedy of our times was closing witli unexpected abruptness. 
Bulgaina, Turkey, and Austria-Hungary were out of tlie war. 
There remained the German Empire. Deserted by her Allies, 
and herself being rapidly driven from France and Belgium, and 
with the invasion of her own country not only probable but 
actually impending, what would this arch-conspirator of the age, 
this natural foe to liberty,” at home and everywhere, what 
would slie do, what could she do, in a world so strangely altered 
since Brest-Litovsk, since Chateau-Thierry ? The handwriting 
on tlie wall was becoming larger and more legible and more 
terrifying. The evil da} s were draw ing nigli for a dread account- 
ing. What would the proud and mighfy German Empire do? 

GERMANY SEEKS PEACE 

What she did was to make a frantic effort for peace, appealing 
to President Wilson to bring about a peace conference, an- 
nouncing her willingness to accept the various terms he had 
indicated in his speeclies of the year as a ])roper basis for the 
new age, reforming her government rapidly in order to meet the 
more obvious criticisms w^hich foreigners had made against it 
as autocratic and militaristic. The outcome of these manoeuvres 
was the elaboration by the Allies and the United States at 
Versailles of the terms^on which they would grant an armistice. 
These terms were to be communicated by iMarshal Foch to such 
a delegation as the German Government should send to receive 
them at a place to be indicated by the Generalissimo. On Friday 
niorning, November 8, Marshal Foch received the Germarr- 
armistice de^gation in a railroad car at Rethondes in France and 
read to them the terms agreed upon for a cessation of hostilities. 
They were allowed seventy-two houi\s in which to consult their 
superiors and in which to sign or reject the armistice. 

M^iwliilc reyofution had begun in Germany. On Thursday, 
November T, mutiny broke out at Kiel. Several of the German 
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warships were seized by the mutineers and the red flag was 
hoisted over them. On that and succeeding days similar move- 
ments occurred in various cities and states, and ^revolutionary 
governments, local or regional, generally headed by Socialists, 
were announced from various localities, with what exactness one 
could not tell, from Hamburg, Bremen, Tilsit, Chemnitz, Stutt- 
gart, Brunswick, Bavaria, finally from Berlin. Reports circu- 
lated like wildfire that reigning princes were abdicating or being 
dethroned, that workmen’s and soldiers’ councils or soviets were 
being formed in various centers and were seizing power. Demands 
were being made that the Kaiser abdicate. There were all the 
phenomena of a breaking up of the great deep. German society 
was being torn by alarming dissensions, the practical unanimity 
of the past four years was pounding to pieces upon the jagged 
reefs of defeat, and defeat with discredit and dishonor. The 
hour of retribution had struck. There was dismay and dis- 
array in the public mind, vacillation and poverty of counsel 
among the military and political leaders of the land. Moral 
bankruptcy, as well as material, stared the German nation in 
the face, that nation which had been a unit in war as long as 
war offered chances for aggrandizement and loot. Socialists, 
with the exception of a paltry few, had w^orked hand in glove 
with militarists and Pan-Germans and the assorted hosts of 
embattled adventurers and soldiers of fortune; they had donc; 
this for four years, the easy tools of autocracy and egregious 
militarism. But now this band of international plunderers was 
falling apart. Each was seeking safety as it might from tin 
fast approaching storm. 

On Saturday, November 9, a wireless message picked up by 
Paris and by London announced, to the stupefaction of the 
world, that the Emperor, William II, had abdicated, and that 
his son, the Crown Prince, Frederick William, had renounced 
his rights to the throne, that a Socialist,' Ebert, had been made 
Chancellor, and that a German National Assembly would be 
speedily elected by universal suftVage and that the Assembly 
would settle finally the future form of government of the 
German nation and of those peoples which might be desirous of 
coming within the empire.” 

On the following day, Sunday, the world heard that the revolu- 
tion was still spreading, that Cologne cathedral was flying a 
red flag, that Hanover, Oldenberg, Magdeburg,^ Saxony and other 
towns and states were seething with rebellion, • 

On Monday Americans awoke to the screeching of whistles 
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and the din of bells which signified that the armistice terms had 
been accepted by the German Government and that “ the war 
was over,” hostilities to cease at eleven o’clock that morning, 
Paris time. Rushing for their morning papers they ascertained 
tliis further fact that William II, German Emperor, who for 
thirty years had been the most powerful monarch in the world, 
had fled for refuge in an automobile to Holland. Thus the Last 
of the Hohenzollcrns made his sorry exit from the scene, having 
plunged the world into turmoil and tribulation indescribable, the 
memory of which would haunt mankind with nameless horror for 
decades to come, the heartless, crushing cost of which would 
afflict and sadden generations yet unborn. 

The Armistice was signed on November 11, 1918, the very 
day that Americans were fighting their way into Sedan and 
Canadians into Mons. In truth, as another has said, a New 
World had been called in to redress the balance of the Old. 



CHAPTER XXXVII 


MAKING THE PEACE 

Fob four years, three months, and more, the world had been 
passing through the hideous ordeal by fire. The end had come 
suddenly, unexpectedly, as had the beginning in IPl-i. The 
agony of uncertainty, the distress of clashing hopes and fears, 
the tense strain of daily, hourly anxiety, the ever-])resent sense 
of indescribable suffering and woe, now gave way to the exulta- 
tion of victory, to pride in the glory of the achievement, to 
gratitude to those who had won it. The sacrifice had, at any 
rate, not been in vain. The golden hour had arrived at last, 
so often and so long deferred. Liberty had once more triumphed 
in its century-old struggle with despotism and now the o])por- 
tunity had come for the .spirit of freedom to inherit the earth. 
Civilization had hung upon the arbitrament of the .sword. The 
unconquerable spirit of the brave had once more saved the 
world. 

But while the worst was over in the appalling tragedy of our 
times, while war was no longer to slay its thousands daily and 
create new carnage hourly, the clearing away of the colossal 
wreckage of the war, the new ordering of the world after a con- 
vulsion that had affected everv' j)art of it, would, it was obvious, 
require much time and patience. The Allies had refused to 
listen for a moment to the ignoble and dangerous suggestion of 
a peace without victory, since such an outcome would mean 
nothing less than peace with defeat. The war has ended,” 
wrote an editor immediately after the armistice, “ in the decisive 
victory of the free peoples of the world — the only end which 
could be worthy of the ideals for which they have fought and 
could redeem the sacrifices they have made, the only end which 
could enable them to build a new and better order qf civilization 
on the ruins of the old.” 

Mr. Asquith, prime minister of Great Britain, had said at the 
very outset of the w’ar that England would never .sheathe her 
sword “ until the military domination of Pf’ussia ” had been 
“ wholly and finally destroyed.” That end was kchieved at last. 
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The most mighty military despotism of the world was over- 
thrown; an overweening national pride was abased; a powerful 
and vainglori 9 us monarch was a fugitive from the wrath of man ; 
the colossal structure erected by Bismarck was in process of 
dissolution — such were the surprising and dramatic incidents 
of the closing scene, incidents calculated to impress profoundly 
the minds of men. In the spring of 1918 the Prussian system 
was on the verge of a stupendous victory; in the autumn that 
system crashed in utter ruin. Retribution so swift and so com- 
plete has rarely been witnessed on this earth. 

Twenty years after my death,” Bismarck once said, I 
mean to rise from my coffin, to see whctlicr Germany has stood 
in honor before the world.” Bismarck died in 1898. Had he 
returned to life in 1918 his rage would liave been Homeric at 
the reckless incompetence of his successors, wasting, in a wild, 
insensate gamble, the goodly patrimony he had left them, and 
leaving Germany pilloried before the conscience of mankind. 
Long before his death, indeed, he had had a presentiment of what 
might be. ‘‘ That young man,” he had said of the Emperor 
William II, ‘Vi 11 some day play his hand, play it at the wrong 
time and ruin his country,” a prophecy now literally fulfilled. 
World-Empire or Downfall ^vas the title of a notorious book, 
issued a few months before the Great War began, and received 
with entlmsiasm in the Fatherland. Bernhardi, its author, was 
right. Downfall it was to be. And the measure of that fall 
was in part indicated in the terms of the armistice which Germany 
signed on November 11, and which constituted the first steps 
toward peace. 


THE ARMISTICE 

The first clause in this document provided for the cessation 
of operations by land And in the air six hours after the signature 
of the armistice. The second clause provided for the “ im- 
mediate evacuation of invaded countries; Belgium, France, 
Alsace-Lorraine, Luxemburg, so ordered as to be completed within 
fourteen days,” the evacuated areas to be occupied by Allied and 
United States forces. The significance of the clause was great 
as it assimilated the invasion of Alsace-Lorraine, which had 
occurred forty-eight years before, with the invasion of Belgium, 
Luxemburg, and France, which had occurred four years before. 
In other words,,thb annexation of Alsace-Lorraine by Germany in 
1871 was an act of violence and continued as such all through 
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the intervening years. The lapse of time had not weakened by 
jot or tittle the rightful claijns of France to tlie lost provinces. 
It was just and fitting that Germany should be, compelled to 
disgorge the booty she had acquired by the same process in 
both wars. 

Other clauses provided that Germany must surrender in good 
condition much war material, 5,000 heavy and field guns, 25,000 
machine-guns, 3,000 bomb throwers, 1,700 air})lanes; also 5,000 
locomotives, 150,000 railroad cars, 5,000 motor cars; also all 
the German submarines and 74 German surface warships of 
various kinds. 

German armies must evacuate all the country west of the 
river Rhine, which should then be occu])ied by Allied and United 
States garrisons, which should also hold the three principal 
crossings of the Rhine, Mayenco, Coblenz, and Cologne, together 
with the bridgeheads and areas at these points of a radius of 
nearly twenty miles. East of the Rhine there was to be a neutral 
belt of about six miles extending from the frontier of Holland to 
that of Switzerland. The cost of maintaining the troops of 
occupation in the Rhine Province was to be charged to the 
German Government. Other provisions of the armistice required 
Germany to renounce the treaties of Brest-Litovsk and Bucharest ; 
to withdraw all German troops immediately from territories 
which were formerly parts of Austria-Hungary, Roumania, 
Turkey; to evacuate East Africa, and to repatriate all Allied 
prisoners of war without the right to have her own subjects 
liberated from foreign prison camps. Germany must also make 
restitution of the Russian and Roumanian gold which she had 
extracted from those countries and hand this over to the Allies 
to be held in trust until the signature of peace. The armistice 
was to run thirty days and might then be extended. The purpose 
of these various provisions was to render it impossible for 
Germany to renew the war with any hope* of success. 

THE EXECUTION OF THE ARMISTICE 

Such were the main provisions of the armistice of November 
11. No sooner made than the execution began. On November 
19, Marshal Petain, leading the French army into Metz, the 
capital of Lorraine, and Germany^s strongest fortress west of 
the Rhine, was received with enthusiasm by the people, welcoming 
back the tricolor after forty-eight years of Ge/Tnan rule. On 
November 22, Strasbourg set its clocks to French time and 
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General Gouraud, commanding the Fourth Army of France, made 
his triumphal entry, amid frenzied acclamations. Even Germans 
were forced to recognize the actual situation, so unmistakable 
was the expression of Alsatian feeling, now that the opportunity 
for expression had arrived. The Cologne Gazette, learning of 
the reception accorded the French when they entered Colmar and 
Saverne and Wissembourg and other Alsatian towns, said: ‘‘It 
is better not to deceive ourselves with illusions. The hatred of 
Germany shows itself all through Alsace with the violence of a 
hurricane. The French are received, in a delirium of enthusiasm, 
as true liberators.” 

Not only were Alsace and Lorraine thus recovered for France, 
in one of the most dramatic climaxes of history, but by the 
terms of the armistice the Allied armies had the right to occupy 
the Prussian Rhine Province and the left bank and the main 
crossings of the river. Accordingly three armies of occupation 
moved forward, the English to the north establishing themselves 
in Cologne, the Americans farther south and with their center 
in Coblenz, the French south of them, with their headquarters 
in Mayence. The last German soldier was withdrawn beyond 
the Rhine and Allied soldiers passed 6ver it at the three places 
named in order to hold the bridgeheads and the surrounding 
areas. 

While this systematic operation was proceeding on land, an 
event of profound significance was occurring on the sea. On 
November 18 the German fleet virtually surrendered to the Allied 
fleets, about fifty miles east of the Firth of Forth. Nearly four 
hundred warships of the Allies witnessed this event, having formed 
in two long columns six miles apart, between which moved the 
German ships. Naval history records no triumph as complete 
as this. The second naval power of the world, the proud creation 
of William II and modern Germany, had ceased to be, its ships 
forced to haul down tlieir flags in tlie presence of the enemj^ and 
to be interned in a British harbor. Germany’s sea power was 
at an end, nor was it likely that it would soon be permitted to 
revive and to disturb again the peace of the world. The German 
navy had won few laurels and its end was ignominious. It was 
now interned in British waters. Over seventy battleships had 
preferred abject humiliation to a test in battle. “ The German 
flag,” Admiral Beatty informed the German Admiral von Reuter, 
“ is to be hauled jlown at sunset to-day, and is not to be hoisted 
again without permission.” 
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THE PROBLEMS IN MAKING PEACE 

An armistice is a mere suspension of hostilities. It is the first 
step toward peace, yet it does not always lead to peace. An 
armistice is concluded quickly under the pressure of circumstances 
with but little time for deliberation. A peace, however, if it 
is to be enduring and particularly after a war that has swept 
the wholef world within its destructive range, must be the product 
of long consideration and reflection. It can hardly be hurried 
and yet hurried it is likely to be, necessarily, because of tlie 
general desire for the speedy resumption of the normal activities 
of life, and also because delay allows time for the dangerous 
development of all those revolutionary passions and appetites, 
those forces of discontent and disintegration which are often 
loosened and accentuated by war. After the uncertainties and 
hazards of war must come the certainties and assurances of peace. 
Moreover, as the iron must be hammered into shape wlien hot, 
so the changes effected by war must be speedily clinclied and 
codified, before those who dislike those changes have recovered 
sufficiently to be able to oppose and block them. Otherwise what 
was won by the fighters may be lost by the peace-makers. 

Thus after the armistice of November 11 and after the execu- 
tion of its immediate provisions for the weakening of the enemy, 
the internment of his fleet, the occupation of a part of his land, 
men turned toward the far more difficult work of making peace. 

On examination, how amazingly complicated the task ! The 
variety and gravity of the problems demamling solution far 
exceeded those of the Congress of Vienna. Those problems fell 
naturally into several main classes although those classes were 
not mutually exclusive but were, on the contrary, extraordinarily 
intertwined with each other. There was first the problem of 
Germany. Germany must pay, both in territory and in repara- 
tions, for the enormous injuries she had done the world. It would 
be only just if she were to pay the entire cost of the war, 
yet that would be practically impossible since tlie war had_ cost 
aU the nations probably two hundred billions of dollars^. But 
that part of this colossal burden which was not to te borne by 
Germany must be borne by those upon whom she had forced the 
war, and for which the latter were not responsible. No heal- 
ing peace ” could be made with Germany, ^ because such a 
peace would be flagrantly immoral and unjust. The burden of 
paying for this German-made war must be placed squarely upon 
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the shoulders of Germany, as far as that was humanly possible. 
But the determination of this very point presented great diffi- 
culties of det«til. An additional difficulty lay in the fact that 
the fall of the Empire Jia^ left Germany In„ pohtical .chetps, ri 
groups struggling for the control hitherto exercised by the now 
furtive William of Hohenzollern. 

This struggle and the steps taken by the new government that 
emerged from it to reorganize Germany will be described in a 
later chapter. 

But the reorganization of Germany, important as it might 
be, was only one of a long series of measures that would have to 
be taken before the world could know once more even relative 
peace of mind. The general problem of European reconstruc- 
tion presented innumerable aspects, bristled with innumerable 
difficulties, aroused the most varied hopes and fears. A mere 
catalogue of the changes introduced and of the questions raised 
by the world-wide war would be both extensive and disheartening, 
so great would be the labor necessary to bring order out of 
chaos, so essential w^ould be unprecedented stores of wisdom and 
good-will. An adequate survey of these questions is impossible 
here, but one or tw'o of them may be considered. 

Take, for example, the question of national boundaries. In 
only a few cases could the boundaries of the future be the same 
as those of the past. From the Atlantic Ocean to the Ural 
Mountains, from Archangel to Salonica, changes in political 
frontiers had been effected by events and must be recognized in 
practice. A few' nations might emerge unaltered from the 
alchemy of the war, Spain and Portugal, for example, Switzer- 
land, Norway, and possibly Sw’^eden. But where else w^as there 
another European state that would issue from the impending 
readjustment unchanged? The boundaries of the British Empire, 
of France, of Germany, of Austria and Hungary, of Italy and 
Russia, of Serbia am/ Greece and Roiimania and Bulgaria, of 
Albania and the Turkish Empire, all these must be sketched 
anew. For the dividing lines of tlie past had joined the snows 
of yesteryear. The boundaries of Belgium and Holland and 
Luxemburg and Denmark must perhaps undergo rectifications. 
One thing at least was certain. The map of F^urope on which 
We had been brought up had passed forever into the limbo of 
discarded things and men must begin forthwith to familiarize 
themselves with tly? features of a new, strange map. 

And they must become familiar, not only with a new Europe 
but with a new Africa and a new Asia and a new Pacific Ocean 



732 


MAKING THE PEACE 


as well, for German colonies and large parts of the Turkish 
Empire were destined to pass into other hands. 

The territorial problems confronting the world* in 1919 had 
a far wider sweep than those that existed a century earlier upon 
the downfall of Napoleon. They arose in large measure from 
the fact that a war begun for the extinction of one small state, 
Serbia, had resulted, not in that extinction, but in the destruction 
of three great empires, Russia, Austria-Hungary, and Turkey, 
and in the defeat of a fourth, Germany, and the overthrow of 
its tweiit 3 ^-two monarchs. jMeanwhile Serbia had emerged from 
the colossal wreckage covered with glory, stronger than ever in 
its national integrity, and destined to a great enlargement of 
its territory. It is doubtful if the history’ of the world contains 
a more ironical page. 

Russia, Austria-Hungary, Germany, and Turkey, in 1914, 
bulked large on the map : Russia, 8,400,000 square miles, or one- 
seventh of the land surface of the globe; Austria-Hungary, 
261,000; Germany, 208,000; Turkey, 710,000, or three and a 
half times as many as the German Empire; in all, 9,579,000 
square miles, or more than three times the continental area of 
the United States, excluding Alaska, and with a population of 
two hundred and fifty millions. The Congress of Vienna had a 
small area and a population of thirty-two millions to provide 
for as the result of the Napoleonic wars, namely the Duchy of 
Warsaw, which was only a ])art of former Ihiland, parts of 
Germany on the left bank of the Rhine, and the Italian peninsula. 

In all this area of more than 9,()()(),0()0 s(]uare miles, supporting 
a population of a quarter of a billion, no man, at the close of 
the Great War, could point out the boundaries. I'liev luid been 
burned away in the consuming heat of the fray. What should he 
put in their places remained to be seen. That the drawing of 
the new map would prove a highly contentious matter was certain 
beyond perad venture. 

One thing the victors of the war w(*re commit t<'d to, namely 
the recognition of two new states, Czecho-Slovakia and Jugo- 
slavia, and the restoration of an old state, Poland, The first 
of these would consist of territories formerly belonging to Austria 
and Hungary ; the second would consist of Serbia and Monte- 
negro and territories formerly Austro-Hungarian; the third, ol 
territories which for well over a century had been ruled over by 
Russia, Prussia, and Austria. ^ 

Such were a few of the outstanding territorial problems created 
by the war, and there were many others, whicli must receive 
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solution speedily, if peace was to be secured. In most cases the 
problems were intricate, in some obscure, in all sure to arouse 
the most heated passions. There was no remotest possibility 
that they could be settled amicably and in such a way as to 
leave no ill-feeling. They constituted the very stuff of which 
resentments and hatreds are made. Nevertheless settled they 
must be in one way or another. 

WORLD PROBLEMS 

Not only must Germany he forced to pay for the criminal 
destruction she had wrouglit in the war, not only must most of 
the frontiers of E^uro])e be redrawn, not only iiiust several new 
states be erected and guaranteed, but the economic development 
of these new states must be assured as well. Arrangements 
assuring peace, security, and good government must be devised 
for the vast territories severed from the Turkish Panpire and for 
the former German colonics; for Armenia, Syria, Palestine, 
Mesopotamia, for Constantinople, for the Dardanelles and the 
Bosphorus. IMoreover, the future of Russia, of China, of Persia, 
comprising a third of the population of the world, must be based 
upon sound institutions, or the peace of the world would be 
indeed unstable. Again, the whole body of international law^ 
flouted by the Central Powers in this most lawless of wars, must 
be painfully and laboriously reconstructed anew, for unless 
nations know their rights and duties, unless they respect them 
and insist that they be respected by others, international relations 
rest on sand, and humanity is at the mercy of force and guile. 

In short, in wliatever direction one might turn in surveying 
the world on the morrow of the armistice, one could see only a 
tangle of thorny (piestions demanding answers, a profusion of 
por])lexing problems of every description, and the prevalence of 
passions little propitious for a speedy issue out of all these 
troubles. Four years of world war had accumulated a staggering 
mass of unfinished business which the peace-makers must now 
confront, and through which they must hew their way, though 
dangers, maijifold should encompass them about on every side. 
The mere task of feeding the world w'as formidable, pressing, and 
acute, and the necessarv means and methods hard, if not impos- 
sible, to find. In no country in the world was the economic life 
of tjie, people nori^jal or healthy; in many countriesit Was .highly 
sadly sliattered and deranged. Agriculture, the basic 
industry, manufacturing, trade and commerce, all had bedn 
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severely damaged and dislocated by the war. A large fraction 
of the working population had been drawn from industry and 
commerce into the armies of the combatants. Less food was 
produced at a time when more was needed. Markets had been 
lost or changed. Gradually, under the inexorable pressure of 
the war, industry had been brought more and more under the 
control of the state and directed toward serving the needs of 
war. Business had been increasingly diverted from private to 
public control. 

With peace would come demobilization, the return of millions 
of men to their homes, seeking their places again in the economic 
life of the various nations. Other millions would be thrown out 
of work by the fact that the great war industries, the munition 
plants, the ship-yards, the various supply services, would now 
be obliged to curtail production as rapidly as possible. AVomen 
had been employed in enormous numbers in place of the men who 
had gone to the fighting line. 

Now an infinite number of such personal readjustments must 
be made.* Herculean were the tasks confronting the governments. 
They must so order this necessary transition in tfie economic 
world from a war basis to a peace basis that there should not 
a general outbreak of industrial strife in place of the pro- 
longed and desperate armed strife of the last four yearns. The 
relations of capital and labor, always delicate and difficult of 
adjustment, might easily become more troublesome than ever. 
The existence and the urgent character of these numerous 
economic })roblems would enormously increase the burden resting 
upon the governments of the various countries, and that too at 
a time when international affairs of the greatest variety and 
gravity were likely to occupy their attention and challenge 
to the utmost their ability. But the war had been a people’s 
war and the domestic interests of the njasses must be taken into 
account, in determining the foreign policies of the governments. 
Internal and external affairs could not be separated into com- 
partments and treated consecutively. They were intertwined, and 
government programmes must have simultaneously in mind both 
sets of interests, those of the masses of the population as well 
as those of the countries as wholes and as members of the family 
of nations. It might well prove in practice that the vastly 
increased responsibilities resting upon statesmen in so troubled 
and critical a period of history would exceed their powers as 
human beings and that their achievements in each of the two 
great spheres of activity, home affairs, foreign affairs, would 
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fall far short of the hopes and expectations of their constituents, 
and of themselves. 

This was aU the more likely to happen since extravagant hopes 
and expectations had unquestionably been aroused by loose 
talkers and writers, since programmes of reconstruction had been 
hastily brought forward in abundance whose realization in definite 
and concrete reforms could only be accomplished in years, if 
not in decades, if indeed they could ever be accomplished. 

Many were the discordant noises, all declaring that they were 
the authentic voices of the people but frequently sounding sus- 
piciously like the voices of special classes. In the very multipli- 
city of counselors, inevitable, it may be, in an age of democracy 
and a prolific printing press, lay the seed of much confusion 
and also of much future disappointment. 

A LEAGUE OF NATIONS 

One of the ideas which had been discussed during the war was 
that of a new international organization, which should be designed 
and empowered to prevent the recurrence of such a hideous 
catastrophe as that which was then devastating and desolating 
the world and which inevitably would leave a heavy, heartless 
heritage of sorrow and of debt behind it. The old organization, 
or as the critics preferred to say, the old disorganization of the 
nations had broken down and was utterly discredited. It must 
be discarded forever. Any attempt to set it vip again after the 
tornado had ])assed must be defeated. The nations must not be 
allowed to relapse into their former habits and methods, habits 
and methods that had led straight to bankruptcy. The old di- 
plomacy, with its alliances, frequently secret, with i+s intrigues, 
with its general irresponsibility to the people whose destinies it 
assumed to control, must give way to a new diplomacy, open and 
above the board, dediefated to the task of eliminating jealousies, 
rivalries, and hati’eds and of introducing and encouraging the 
spirit of friendliness and co-operation aniong the nations. Par- 
ticularly must war be outlawed. The phrase that this was 
war to end war ” became current, as did also the words, “ nevei|; 
again.” Both expressed the determination to annihilate once fo^ 
all this immemorial curse of mankind. 

This indignant and passionate resolve to find a better way to 
settle international difficulties in the future tiian had ever been 
found in the past* enlisted the support of many men in France 
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and England and America. Societies were formed in those 
countries for the purpose of arousing public opinion to the 
feasibility as well as the desirability of a new organization of 
human society which should serve the interests of mankind, should 
express the conscience of mankind. In the United States the 
League to Enforce Peace was founded in Independence Hall in 
Philadelphia in June, 1915, with Ex-President Taft as president. 
In the following year President Wilson gave it as his opinion 
that, When the great present war is over, it will be the duty 
of America to join with the other nations of the world in some 
kind of a league for the maintenance of peace.” This thought 
was quite in line with long-existing aspirations of tlie American 
people, as sliown in their enthusiastic advocacy, at the Hague 
Conferences, of peaceful methods in adjusting international con- 
tentions and in the approval they had often given to the principle 
of arbitration. 

But a league of nations that could prevent war or even render 
it less probable could not remain a mere aspiration ; it must be 
translated into a definite organization, with definite powers and 
obligations, and with a machinery for achieving its lofty pur- 
pose, It might easily happen that when the attempt should be 
made to embody the aspiration in a concrete institution, grave 
and perhaps insuperable difficulties would arise. No two persons 
might agree, much less two nations, as to the practical means 
whereby the aspiration could be realized. To desire a con- 
stitution is one thing; to draft it is quite another thing, and 
much more arduous ; and to get the draft accepted by those who 
are to be bound by it may be something more formidable still. 
The cause would not be aided by those uncritical and enthusiastic 
advocates who Avrote and spoke as if only a league of nations 
were needed in order to realize the dreams of poets and seers 
throughout the ages, of peace on earth, good-will to all. A 
lush sentimentalism, expressed in high-sounding phrases, would 
not help things along very far, but would, on the contrary* 
be likely to do more harm than good. 

Such, then, were some of the elements in the general situation 
revealed by the suspension of hostilities in November, 1918. 
Humanity had narrowly escaped a great and terrib/e doom. It 
had passed through an intense strain of desperate endeavor ; it 
had hovered long over the brink of failure and disaster. In the 
end it had achieved an astounding victory. Despotism had 
challenged liberty for the control of the world and despotism had 
gone under. Reigning houses that had ruled for centuries and 
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that had held the world in awe had been scattered like chaff before 
an avenging wind. Hohenzollern, Hapsburg, Romanoff thrones 
had crashed io earth and all their satellites of petty kings and 
princes had run madly for cover, tiiinking themselves happy if 
they escaped with their lives to Holland or Switzerland. Mon- 
archies became republics overnight throughout central and 
eastern Europe, Autocracies yielded to democracies. Peoples, 
little accustomed ty their previous experience or training to 
govern themselves, were now forced to do so, or to yield to new 
forms of oppression and misrule. The dictatorship of self- 
ap])ointed radicals might be as ruinous to domestic happiness 
and to foreign peace as the old dictatorships of divine-right mon- 
archs had been. Nationalistic, racial, social, economic questions 
surged up in every direction. 

It was in a world like this that the Allies who had won the 
war prepared to meet, in order to confer upon and to determine 
the terms of j)eace which they would offer their defeated enemies. 
Having agreed among themselves what those terms should be 
they would then submit them to the latter for acceptance. Only 
after the necessary treaties had been made and ratified could 
the war be considered at an end ; only then could the work of 
reconstruction be seriously begun. 

The function of the Peace Conference was of course to make 
peace with Germany but did its members approach their task 
with any definite ideas as to what that peace ought to be? Had 
they any programme, any body of principles, any chart and 
compass, to guide tlieiii in their work? Had they given any 
pledges, had they limited their freedom of action by preliminary 
agreements among themselves or with their enemies? 

In a way and to a certain extent they had. The Germans in 
asking for an armistice had accepted the terms laid down by the 
President of the United States ‘‘ in his address of January 8 
and his subsequent addresses on the foundation of a permanent 
peace of justice.” President Wilson’s various utterances de- 
livered in 1918 therefore have a direct bearing upon the making 
of the Treaty. Acce})ted with certain reservations by the Allies 
it was understood that they would form the basis of negotiations# 
The speech of January 8 was the most outstanding of the Presi- 
dent’s pronouncements. In it he laid down Fourteen Points ” 
as ‘^the programme of the world’s peace,” the ‘^only possible 
programme, as we see it.” A month later on February 11, he 
made another j^peech in which he laid down Four Principles”; 
on July 4} one setting forth ‘‘Four Ends”; and on September 
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27 one stating “ Five Particulars.” Thus there were at least 
twenty-seven points or items in the President’s programme for 
peace, which, he asserted, was America’s programme. It is quite 
impossible to summarize them here. Some were quite precise, 
some quite vague. Some appeared to conflict with others and 
some were, by November, 1918, no longer relevant to the situa- 
tion, so rapidly had events moved in that memorable year. But 
however uncertain and sketchy they were in some respects, they 
had been accepted as the basis of negotiation by both sides, 
neither of which was any too confident as to what they meant, 
for points apparently precise were seen, on examination, to be 
susceptible of different interpretations.^ But each side hoped 
■ for the best. 

1 The Fourteen Points, succinctly stated, were as follows: (1) “Open 
covenants of peace openly arrived at, after which there shall be no private 
international understandings of any kind, but diplomacy shall prcK’eed always 
frankly and in the public view.” (2) “ Absolute freedom of navigation upon 
the seas . . . alike in peace and in war.” (3) “ The removal, so far as pos- 
sible, of all economic barriers and the establishment of an equality of trade 
conditions among all the nations consenting to the peace.” (4) “ Adequate 
guarantees given and taken that national armaments will be reduced to the 
lowest point consistent with domestic safety.” (5) “A free, open-minded, and 
absolutely impartial adjustment of all colonial claims based upon . . . the 
interests of the populations concerned which must have equal weight with 
the equitable claims of the government whose title is to be determined.” 
(6*) “The evacuation of all Russian territory. ...” (7) “Belgium, the 

whole world will agree, must be evacuated and restored without any attempt 
to limit the sovereignty which she enjoys in common w’ith all other free na- 
tions . . , without this healing act the whole structure and validity of Inter- 
national Law is forever impaired.” (8) “ All French territory should be freed 
and the invaded portions restored . . . and the wrong done to Franee by 
Prussia in 1871 in the matter of Alsacc-Ix>rraine . . . should be righted.” 
(9) “Readjustment of the frontiers of Italy should be affected along clearly 
recognizable lines of nationality.” (10) “The peoples of Austria-Hungary, 
whose place among the nations we wish to see safeguarded and assured, 
should be accorded the freest opportunity of autonomous development.” (11) 
“ Roumania, Serbia and Montenegro should be c*vacuated . . . Serbia ac- 
corded free and secure access to the sea, and the relations of the several 
Balkan states to one another determined along historically established lines 
of allegiance and nationality. ...” (12) Nationalities under Turkish rule 

"should be assured an undoubted security of life and an absolutely unmo- 
lested opyiortunity of autonomous development and the Dardanelles should be 
permanently opened” to all nations under international gufifrantees. (13) 
“ An independent Polish state should be erected which should include the 
territories inhabited by indisputably Polish populations, which should be 
assured a free and secure access to the sea. ...” (14) “ A general asso- 

ciation of nations must be formed under specific covenants for the purpose 
of affording mutual guarantees of political independenfe and territorial 
integrity to great and small states alike.” 
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The place chosen for the Peace Conference was appropriately 
Paris, which Meredith once called the goddess of the lightning 
brain,” valiant unto death for a principle ” and which had been 
the nerve-center of the Allied cause, the throbbing heart of the 
coalition, from the first day to the last of the racking struggles 
The first session of the Conference of Paris was held on January 
18, 1919, in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. This formal 
meeting had been arranged by the Inter- Allied Supreme War 
Council and by the representatives of the five Great Powers, 
which had decided, among other things, the number of representa- 
tives that each state should have at the Conference. The United 
States, the British Empire, France, Italy, and Japan were to 
have five delegates apiece, and the British Dominions and India 
were also to be represented, two delegates each from Australia, 
Canada, South Africa, and India and one delegate from New 
Zealand ; Brazil was given three delegates ; Belgium, China, 
Greece, Poland, Portugal, the Czecho-Slovak Republic, Roumania, 
and Serbia two delegates each; Montenegro, Siam, Cuba, Guate- 
mala, Haiti, Honduras, Liberia, Nicaragua, Panama, Bolivia, 
Ecuador, Peru, and Uruguay one delegate each. This would 
make an assembly of about seventy members. While the larger 
states were given a larger representation, each state was to have 
but a single vote. This preliminary distribution of delegates 
was almost immediately altered, owing to the protests of Belgium 
and Serbia which had fought and suffered from the first day of 
the war to the last and which now found themselves allotted only 
two representatives, whereas Brazil, which had not actually 
fought at all, had three. Belgium and Serbia were forthwith 
given three apiece and the new Kingdom of the Hedjaz was 
given two. 

President Wilson decided to attend the Conference in person, 
thus departing from the previous practice of the government. 
The chief reasons prompting this unprecedented action was his 
intense desire to secure a league of nations and to see that the 
peace in general should conform to his principles. If the latter 
needed interpretation, who would be a more authorized and 
official interpreter than himself? He appointed as associates on 
the American delegation. Secretary of State Lansing, Colonel 
Edward M. House, Mr. Henry White, and General Tasker Bliss. 
The Prime Ministers and Foreign Secretaries of England, France, 
Italy attended: namely Lloyd George, Balfour, Clemenceau, 
Pichon, Orlaiylo*, Sonnino. The Prime Ministers of several 
British Dominions also attended as did those of Serbia and 
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Greece and Roumania, Pachitch and Venizelos and Bratiano. 
Belgium sent her Minister of Foreign Affairs, Hymans ; Czecho- 
slovakia sent Kramar ; Poland, Dmowski ; and many, other men of 
importance and distinction were among the delegates. 

The Conference was opened by President Poincare of France 
in a masterly address. “ Forty-eight years ago to-day he said, 
“ on the 18th of January, 1871, the German Empire was pro- 
claimed by an army of invasion in the Palace of Versailles. It 
was consecrated by the theft of two Frencli provinces. It was 
thus, from the very moment of its origin, a negation of right and, 
by the fault of its founders, it was born in injustice. It has ended 
in opprobrium. 

You are assembled in order to repair the evil tliat lias been 
done and to prevent a recurrence of it. You hold in your hand 
the future of the world.” 

M. Clemenceau was unanimou.sly elected president of the Con- 
ference. Subsequently committees were constituted to investigate 
the great subjects which would reejuire settlement and to rejiort; 
committees on Responsibility for the War, on Re])arations, on 
International Labor Legislation, on Regulation of Ports, Water- 
ways and Railroads, and on a League of Nations. Of the last 
of these President Wilson was made chairman, he having an- 
nounced that his main interest in the work of the Conference was 
centered in the League of Nations and having emphasized the 
importance of it in various speeches delivered in France, England, 
and Italy before the opening of the Conference. Commissions 
were also appointed on the various territorial problems. 

THE CONFERENCE OF PARIS 

The Conference of Paris, thus formally opened on January 18, 
1919, continued in session throughout the year. The tasks con- 
fronting it were so varied, so difficult, atifl so complicated, and 
any solutions that might be reached fraught with consequences 
so grave, that necessarily progress could be made only slowly, 
if it were to be made wisely. Decisions so momentous for the 
future as these would inevitably be must be the product of long 
and mature consideration or they would leave the world in a 
worse welter than that in which it already found itself. Time 
was of the very essence of the problem, time to study every sug- 
gestion comprehensively and minutely, time to pake innumerable 
adjustments between conflicting plans and intarests, time to 
distil a reasonable unity of agreement from the daily clash of 
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many minds, time, also, to feel the way into the unknown and the 
untried, for in much of its necessary work the Conference would 
be without light or guidance from the past. Yet, and this was 
the stern paradox of the situation, time was the very thing which 
the world could least afford to grant unstintingly, for its most 
urgent need was to begin immediately the stupendous work of 
rehabilitation, %o resume speedily its normal activities and to 
increase their pace, if body and soul were to be held together. 
Eurox)ean society, battered and shattered by the agony of the 
long struggle, impoverished in every way beyond the possibility 
of calculation, might easily disintegrate still further, might indeed 
break up into warring factions driven by elemental passions, 
unless it could quickly concentrate its attention upon the problem 
of recovery. Thus, circumstances being what thej’^ were, the 
Conference was compelled to work under unfavorable conditions. 

The inner history of the Conference of Paris cannot now be 
written with any assurance of accuracy or completeness. Much 
of what went on within its councils and committees is veiled in 
utter secrecy. The records kept of its proceedings have not been 
j)ublished or have appeared only in fragmentary or conjectural 
or perhaps interested reports, difficult to control. 

But a few things may be stated, of a quite general nature. 
And one is tliis, that as far as the procedure of the Conference 
was concerned history repeated itself in a very striking way. 
There had been, especially in America, much eloquent denuncia- 
tion of the Congress of Vienna and President Wilson had made 
himself the spokesman of this indignation and liad demanded a 
new diplomacy Avhich should operate frankly and in the sight of 
all, should make only ‘‘ open covenants, openly arrived at.” But 
this was not to be. As a matter of fact tlie procedure of 
the Conference conformed, in this respect, quite closely to 
that of the Congress of Vienna. To be sure the former had 
several plenary scss^loiis tq whicli^ the press was admitted, 
whereas the latter liad no general sessions. But the public 
meetings of the Conference wore merely full-dress parades or, 
at best, only formally ratified decisions reached elsewhere. The 
real work of the Conference, as of the Congress, was done in 
numerous committees, in informal conversations, and in the secret 
sessions of the representatives of the Great Powers, the Big 
Five,” or the Big Four ” with Japan left out, or the ‘‘ Big 
Three” with both Japan and Italy missing. Only fragmentary 
records of tln^e meetings have been given to the world. 
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THE TREATY OF VERSAILLES 

The immediate and pressing duty of the Conference was to 
draw up the terms of peace which were to be offered Germany. 
Tliis must necessarily precede everything else. After several 
months of investigation and discussion agreement was reached 
and the result was the draft of a treaty, the longest on record, 
a treaty which would fill a volume of two hundred pages. This 
was submitted, on May 7, 1919, to the representatives of the 
German Government, sent to Versailles to receive it. There was 
to be no direct and oral negotiation between the German dele- 
gates and the members of the Conference, but the former were 
given a certain length of time in which to study the document 
and to make in writing whatever suggestions they might care to. 
In due course they submitted arguments and counter propositions 
which filled a volume not much smaller than the original draft. 
Most of these propositions were rejected by the Conferees, a 
few changes were made to meet the German objections, and the 
amended treaty was then returned to them on June 16. Ac- 
ceptance was required by June 23, under threat of a renewal of 
war and the invasion of Germany. On the last day of this 
stated period the German National Assembly at Weimar passed, 
by a vote of 237 to 138, a resolution to the effect tliat the 
National Assembly agrees to the signature of peace.” On June 
28 the Treaty of Versailles was signed by Dr, Hermann jMiiller, 
German Minister of Foreign Affairs, and Dr. Johannes Hell, and 
by the representatives of the Allied and Associated Powers, the 
Chinese delegation refusing to sign as a protest against the 
Shantung award which will be described later. This historic 
event occurred in the same Hall of Mirrors in the Palace of 
Versailles where forty-eight years before the German Empire had 
been proclaimed. Time had brought its complete revenge. By 
an appropriate coincidence the Treaty of V^ersailles was signed 
on the 28th of June, the fifth anniversary of the assassination 
of the Austrian Archduke, Francis F'erdinand, at Sarajevo, which 
had been made to have such amazing and lamentable consequences. 

« 

THE COVENANT OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS 

The first part of the Treaty of Versailles provides for the 
creation of a League of Nations. The League isj^ to consist, at 
the outset, of two classes of states, first, the original signatories 
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of the treaty, thirty-two in all, and secondly, certain others, 
thirteen in number, which are to become members on acceptance 
of the invitation to join/ It will be noted at once that the 
Central Allies, Germany, Austria, Hungary, Bulgaria, Turkey, 
were not included in the League, nor was Russia nor any of the 
states which had recently claimed independence from Russia ; 
nor is Mexico to be found among those invited to accede. Pro- 
vision is made for the admission of new members by a two-thirds 
vote of the Assembly, and for the withdrawal from the League of 
any member, after having given a two years’ notice, provided 
that all its international obligations and all its obligations under 
this Covenant sluill have been fulfilled at the time of its 
withdrawal.” 

The chief bodies created by this Covenant for the accomplish- 
ment of the ])urposc of the League are an Assembly and a 
Council, the latter being, as will be seen, far the more important. 
Every member of the League is to be represented in the Assembly 
and may have tliree rc})resentatives, or fewer if it desires. Each 
state has, however, but one vote. There is thus equality of 
voting power among all the members, whether large or small. 
It should be noted that in the Assembly the British Empire has 
collectively six votes, for, in addition to the single vote allotted 
to the Empire as a whole, five of the constituent members of that 
em|)ire have each a separate vote, namely, Canada, Australia, 
South Africa, New Zealand, and India. 

The Council, on the other hand, represents, not the theoretical 
and assumed equality of states, but their actual and obvious 
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inequality. It is intended to be at the outset a small body of 
nine, and five of the nine shall always be the British Empire, the 
United States, France, Italy, and Japan. In addition to these 
five there shall be four others to be selected by the Assembly 
‘‘ from time to time in its discretion.” Until the Assembly is 
organized and makes its first selection the Covenant itself deter- 
mines that these four shall be Belgium, Brazil, Spain, and Greece. 
Each state represented on the Council is to have one vote and may 
not have more than one delegate. Provision is made for the pos- 
sible enlargement of the two classes of members that compose the 
Council, the permanent and the temporary. Any member of the 
League, not a member of the Council, may, however, be repre- 
sented on the Council whenever any matter is under consideration 
which specially affects its interests. Nothing is said as to who 
shall decide as to whether that case has arisen. Presumably, 
therefore, it is for the Council itself to decide, not the state 
which considers itself affected. 

The Council shall meet as occasion may require and at least 
once a year. No such definite requirement exists in the case of 
the Assembly, which shall meet at stated intervals and from 
time to time as occasion may require.” Who is to decide as to 
whether the occasion has arisen is not stated. Both Council 
and Assembly may deal at their meetings with any matter within 
the sphere of action of the League or affecting the peace of the 
world.” This is a charter as liberal as the wind, since the his- 
tory of the past a]:)pears to show that almost anything may, 
under favoring conditions, affect the peace of the world. Exce})t 
where otherwise expressly provided in the Covenant or in the 
other articles of the Treaty all decisions, eitlier in the Council 
or in the Assembly, must have the unanimous vote of those 
present, a provision wdiich enables any state, even the smallest 
and most insignificant, to exercise a veto. Obstruction is easy, 
as unanimity is generally hard to obtain aifiong any considerable 
body of human beings. 

The seat of the League is to be Geneva, but the Council may 
at any time establish it elsewhere. There is to be a Secretary 
General, appointed by the Council with the apjiroval of the 
majority of the Assembly. A Secretariat, as elaborate as shall 
be needed, shall be established, to preserve the archives, conduct 
the correspondence and discharge the clerical work of the League, 
its expenses to be apportioned among the members of the League. 

As the motive force behind the creation of the League was the 
desire to find some method of maintaining peace and preventing 
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war, as this is, indeed, the avowed purpose of this organization, 
the clauses of the Covenant bearing upon this matter are the 
supreme features of the document, are, in fact, its very pith and 
marrow. Facile idealists had iterated and reiterated in every 
strain that this was the last war, the war to end war. If this 
consummation devoutly to be wished were to be attained it must 
be through the League ; and both before the Covenant was drawn 
up and after it had been completed it was recommended by its 
sponsors either as actually assuring this end or as going a long 
way toward it. 

THE PROBLEM OF DISARMAMENT 

The supposed causes of war or kinds of contention that have 
been wont to load to it in the past are treated in various ways. 
The swollen armaments of Europe have been regarded, at least 
for a full generation, as a menace to peace, an incitement to 
war, and the First Conference of the Hague in 1899 attempted, 
unavailingly, to restrict their growth, to reduce their size. Now, 
after the most devastating war in history, the problem is again 
approached and the Covenant devotes an article to it. And that 
article says that the Council of the League sliall formulate plans 
for the reduction of ai'inaments for the consideration and action 
of the several Governments, that after tliese plans shall have 
been adopted by the several Governments the limits therein fixed 
sliall not be exceeded without the consent of the Council, The 
Governments sliall also consider how the evil effects attendant 
upon the private manufacture of munitions can be abated and 
are to exchange frankly and fully with each other information 
as to military and naval programmes. 

Under this article it is possible to bring about a reduction of 
armaments, just as it has been possible to bring it about by inter- 
national agreement a> any time during the past twenty years, 
and no more possible now than then. It cannot be said that the 
Conference of Paris has treated this problem any more effectually 
than did either of the Conferences at The Hague. It does little 
more than point out once more tlie well-known gravity of the 
problem anc> promise to study it. Indeed one of its stipulations 
may tend to impede rather than to further the process of reduc- 
tion. While tlie Council is to formulate plans for reduction, no 
state is obliged to accept those plans. But if a given state does 
accept them, tjiofi it can never in the future increase the size 
of its army or its navy or its air-service beyond the limits thus 
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fixed and accepted, without the permission of the Council, giving 
its unanimous consent. Thus if the Council should recommend 
for the United States an army of 500,000 men and the United 
States should agree, then, no matter how grave or desperate the 
emergency, the United States could not increase its army without 
the permission of the eight other states, be they European, 
Asiatic, or American, that are its colleagues on the Council. 

THE PREVENTION OF WAR 

This is, however, but one aspect of the general problem of the 
maintenance ' of peace, and one of the lesser aspects. More 
important than the reduction of armaments is the prevention or 
discouragement of their use. If a nation can be impressed with 
the fact that it is more likely to lose a war which it begins than 
it is to win it, fewer wars will be begun. Tliis tliought was borne 
in mind by the makers of the Covenant. Article X aims 
emphatically to give this impression. The war has created 
several new states and altered the boundaries of many old ones. 
Article X says, apropos of this : The members of the League 
undertake to respect and preserve as against external aggression 
the territorial integrity and existing political independence of 
all the members of the League. In case of any such aggression 
or in case of any threat or danger of such aggression the Council 
shall advise the means by which this obligation shall be fulfilled.” 
The obligation of every member of the League is as explicit as 
any obligation can be, the promise is clear and binding to respect 
and to preserve the territorial integrity and the existing political 
independence of all the members of the League. While, ap- 
parently, the Council only advises ” as to the actual steps to 
bo taken in any given case, the obligation to respect and to 
preserve has been assumed by all and must-be lived up to, other- 
wise this article is but a scrap of paper. The Conference of 
Paris put this article into the Covenant In order to throw an 
impregnable buttress around the entire Treaty by plainly warn- 
ing any would-be disturber of the peace that if it should attack 
any member of the League it would be confronted by all the 
members of the League. With such an imposing array pledged 
to block its purpose, it might consider discretion the better part 
of valor, and desist in time. Of course this guarantee could 
only exercise this sobering effect if it was really believed by the 
would-be warring state that it would be actually Enforced by the 
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members of the League, that, in other words, the latter were 
sincere and resolute in making their promises. 

But the League aspires to prevent wars by adjusting inter- 
national disputes before they reach the point of explosion. Any 
war or threat of war whether immediately affecting any of the 
members of the League or not is declared a matter of concern 
to the entire League. On the request of any member the Council 
shall be summoned and may take any action it may deem wise to 
preserve the peace. Any member may also at any time bring 
to the attention of the Council or the Assembly any circumstance 
whatever which threatens to disturb international peace or the 
good understanding betv’cen nations upon which peace depends. 
The thought here is that misunderstandings, if freely and fully 
discussed, are frequently smoothed away, which is true, but it is 
also unhappily true that discussion often sharpens and envenoms 
differences of opinion. 

By another clause the members of the League agree that if’ 
any dispute shall arise between them likely to lead to a rupture, 
they will submit the matter either to arbitration or to inquiry 
by the Council and that they will in no case resort to war until 
three months after the awar<l of the arbitrators or the report 
of the Council. This clause, if observed, will prevent sudden 
attacks and allow peacemakers a reasonable time to attempt to 
adjust the difficulty. Had Austria followed such a procedure 
the war of 1914 would not have burst so suddenly upon the 
world and might indeed have been entirely avoided. This clause 
docs not prevent war, since after the stated time has elapsed, 
the parties to the dispute may commence hostilities, but there is 
less likelihood of their doing so, owing to the intervention of this 
cooling-off period. The members also agree that certain ques- 
tions of a justiciable nature, as distinct from questions of national 
policy, shall be submitted to a court, either one agreed upon by 
the parties to the dispute or the Permanent Court of Inter- 
national Justice to be established by the League. Disputes as 
to the interpretation of a treaty, or as to any question of inter- 
national law' w'ould come within this category. If one of the 
parties accoj^ts the award of the court, the members of the 
League will not make w'ar upon it, but if one declines to accept 
it, the Council shall propose the steps that shall then be taken. 

If there should arise between members of the League any dis- 
pute likely to lead»to a rupture which is not submitted to arbitra- 
tion, the members agree to submit it to the Council, which shall 
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investigate the matter and attempt to effect a settlement. If 
the Council fails it shall publish a report concerning the facts 
in the case and containing its recommendations, so that the world 
may judge and the pressure of public opinion may be brought 
to bear upon the uncomplying party or parties to the conflict. 
If the report of the Council is unanimous, exclusive of the 
members representing the parties to the dispute, the members of 
the League will not go to war with the party complying with itvS 
recommendations. If it is not unanimous, then the members 
shall take such action as they shall consider necessary. 

Such a dispute shall be transferred from the Council to the 
Assembly in case either party to the dispute requests it. 

Thus we 'see that the members of the League agree not to go 
to war without first submitting their disputes to one form or 
another of investigation or arbitration. They do not agree 
necessarily to accept the results of the arbitration, nor do the 
other members of the League not parties to the quarrel agree to 
force them to. They merely reserve the right to act as they sec 
fit. Here, then, is no prohibition of war; but, if war comes, it 
must come only after a certain period of time. It must not 
come precipitately. 

THE USE OF ECONOMIC WEAPONS 

But supposing any member of the League disregards its obliga- 
tions, breaks its promise to allow an investigation or arbitration, 
and begins a war in the good old way, summarily. What happens 
then.? Something quite important, as laid down in Article XVI. 
The offending state shall ipso facto be deemed to have committed 
an act of war not merely against its enemy, but against all the 
other members of the League as well; and those other members 
hereby undertake immediately to subject it to the severance of 
all intercourse between their nations ana the nationals of the 
covenant-breaking state, and the prevention of all financial, 
commercial, or personal intercourse between the nationals of the 
covenant-breaking state and the nationals of any other state, 
whether a member of the League or not.” Here is a tremendous 
force, if applied, and applied it must be immediately ” if the 
members of the League are to keep their promises. This is the 
econoniic pressure about which the world has heard so much 
recenlly as a preventive of war. In addition the Council must 
recommend to the several governments concerned what effective 
military, naval, or air contingents tlie members of the League 
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shall severally contribute to the armed forces to be used to protect 
the covenants of the League. 

In other words the economic pressure must come, it appears, 
instantly, and the nations have no right to delay or to discuss 
their obligations. These obligations are explicit and peremp- 
tory. Whether they have any right to refuse the military force 
that the Council shall subsequently “ recommend ” is not clear. 

Similar provisions look toward investigation and arbitration, 
in the case of disputes between states not members of the League, 
or between such states and those states that are members. And 
it is agreed that if a state outside the League begins a war upon 
one within, without first observing the procedure described, then 
Article XVI, that is, the economic boycott and possible war, shall 
be applied to that state by all the members of the League. 

There are other clauses in this Covenant than those which have 
been described. Their purpose is the same, the maintenance of 
peace by the elimination of the causes of war. As, in the opinion 
of its framers, secret diplomacy has caused many wars in the 
past, secret di]>lomaey must be abolished. Henceforth there 
must be no private arrangements between various powers, but 
every treaty or international engagement entered into hereafter 
must be forthwith registered with the Secretary of the League 
and published, else it shall not be binding; and all such engage- 
ments hitherto made, if inconsistent with the terms of the 
Covenant, must be abrogated. But says Article XXI: “Noth- 
ing in this Covenant shall be deemed to affect the validity of 
international engagements such as treaties of arbitration or 
regional understandings like the Monroe Doctrine, for securing 
the maintenance of peace.” 

As territorial greed and colonial rivalries have been prolific 
causes of war in the past the Covenant sets up a new system for 
disposing of the lands that have fallen into the hands of the 
Allies as a result of fhe war, such as the German colonies and 
Turkish territories. These are not to be divided up among the 
victors as spoils, but arc to be regai-ded as held in trust for the 
benefit of the peoples concerned. The various areas are to be 
intrusted by, the League to various members of the League under 
mandates setting forth the degree and kind of authority that 
they may exercise, guaranteeing certain rights to the natives, 
and requiring annual reports from the mandatories. The 
mandates may v»ry according to the community. But these 
vast stretches df the earth are not to be annexed to the colonial 
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empire of any state. They are to be held in tutelage by the 
League of Nations until such time as they may be able to stand 
alone. The conduct of any mandatory in the administration of 
the territory assigned to it is subject to the supervision of the 
League, that is, to the enlightened opinion of the world. 
The method by which this supervision and control shall be carried 
out is vital to the success of the new system. 

Such are the main provisions of the Covenant which announces 
a new experiment in international affairs. The Covenant may 
be amended at any time by a unanimous vote of the Council and 
by a majority of the Assembly. 

INTERNATIONAL LABOR ORGANIZATION 

Tliere was another feature of the Treaty of Versailles which 
was intended as a sort of companion piece to tlie Covenant and 
which provided for another international agency which was to 
worJc in close connection with the League of Nations, as an Inter- 
national Labor Organization, to consist of all the states forming 
the League of Nations. It was hoped and expected that this 
organization would, by bringing about international co-operation 
in the industrial sphere, contribute to social peace and therefore 
to the peace of the world. The commission which drafted the 
labor clauses of the Treatj^ of Versailles was presided over by 
an American, Samuel Gonipers, and counted among its members 
such leaders in the labor movement as Barnes of England and 
Vandervelde of Belgium. Part XIII of the Treaty represents 
the work of the commission. It j>rovides for an International 
Labor Conference and an International Labor Bureau. The 
Conference is to meet annually and is to draw up agreements for 
regulating and improving industrial conditions. These agree- 
ments are to be put in the form of draft conventions ” and 
‘‘ recommendations ’’ which each member-slate is required to lay 
before the proper legislative body within eighteen months, but 
which are to become binding only when accepted and enacted by 
that body. The final decision, therefore, in all such matters, 
rests with the government or legislature of each country. There 
is therefore no super-parliament and no compulsion save what 
may lie in the pressure of public opinion in each instance. The 
Conference is composed of four delegates from each country, 
two representing the government and two representing employers’ 
and workingmen’s associations. In other words* the state and 
capital and labor are to collaborate in this labor parliament 
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whose powers are merely advisory. The first International 
Labor Conference was held in Washington in 1919 ; the second in 
Genoa in 1920; the third and fourth in Geneva in 1921 and 1922. 

The International Labor Bureau, consisting of experts, re- 
cruited from different countries, is the permanent working 
member of this organization, preparing meetings, conducting 
investigations, making reports, publishing the results of its 
inquiries, and acting, in general, as a clearing-house of informa- 
tion and suggestion in regard to labor problems and conditions. 
It is required to be established at the scat of the League of 
Nations. The relations of the Labor Oi’ganization to the League 
are defined in the Treaty. The Labor Bureau is “ part of the 
organization of the League it is “ entitled to the assistance of 
the Secretary-General in any matter in which it can be given,” 
but it is not subject to the control of the Council of the League 
nor is the Labor Organization as a whole subject to the Assembly 
of the League, except in the matter of its financial support. It 
is practically a co-ordinate and autonomous body, connected with 
the League by the fact that it is designed to serve the same 
purpose, namely the promotion of peace throughout the world. 
It has its own building, its own staff, its own library, its own 
organs of publication. Its chief director has thus far been 
M. Albert Thomas, a French Socialist who had been Minister of 
Munitions during the war. 

THE TREATY WITH GERMANY 

Of the four hundred and forty articles of tlie Treaty of 
Versailles only twenty-six are devoted to the League of Nations. 
The remainder set forth the measures and precautions which the 
Allied world has seen fit to adopt in regard to Germany, the 
determination of the* future boundaries of that country, the 
political changes in Europe which she must recognize, stipula- 
tions in regard to lier future military organization, and in regard 
to penalties and reparations. Elaborate sections of the Treaty 
concern financial and economic matters, German colonies, ports, 
waterways %ind railways, labor organization and legislation. 
These sections represent the price that Germany must pay for 
the unexampled losses, the immense sacrifices, the incredible 
exertions which her aggression imposed upon the world. Con- 
sidering the iq^nlte complexity of the problems raised by the 
^ar, the multitudinous details that must be studied and adjusted 



752 


MAKING THE PEACE 


as a result of a struggle that left no human being, no corner of 
the world, unaffected, the wonder is thfil the Treaty of Versailles 
is not far longer than it is. The reader should carefully study 
the entire document if he would see how grave a thing it is to 
tear up the cliartcrs of the world, to throw into the caldron the 
established and beneficent institutions, relations, and usages of 
men. Only a few of the more conspicuous features of the Treaty 
can be described in this chapter. 


THE BOUNDARIES OF GERMANY 

The boundaries of Germany are drawn anew. She loses 
Alsace-Lorraine, w'hich reverts to France. Slight changes are 
provided for along the Belgian frontier. Provision is made for 
the people of the larger part of Schleswig to resume their former 
connection with the kingdom of Denmai*k if they so desire. For 
the purpose of discovering their sentiments Schleswig is divided 
into two zones, and plebiscites are to be taken in each, conducted, 
not by the German authorities, but under the authority of an 
International Commission. The northern zone will vote as a 
unit and if the majority favors reincorporation in Denmark it 
is to occur forthwith. The voting in the southern zone will be 
by communes and the Five Great Powers shall, after the plebis- 
cite, draw the boundary line between Schleswig and Germany, a 
line which shall take into account the result of the voting and 
also geographical and economic conditions. Germany agrees to 
abide by their decision. In these plebiscites, as in others provided 
for by the Treaty, women are to vote as well as men. 

Thus another of the wrongs committed by Bismarck and his 
policy of blood and iron is to be righted. The territorial booty 
of the war of 1864 must be, in part, disgorged, just as that of 
the war of 1870 must be. In another region, in the eastern part 
of Prussia, wrongs committed by Frederick the Great a century 
and a half ago are also to be righted. Germany recognizes the 
ilepublic of Poland, that miracle of our times, and extensive 
areas of Prussia are renounced in favor of this old, new state. 
Some of these are ceded outright by the Treaty ai\d in others 
plebiscites are to be held to determine the wishes of the people. 
Thus in a part of Upper, or Southern, Silesia, seized by Frederick 
in his famous raid of 1740, and in a part of the province of 
East Prussia the exact boundaries would not be bnown until the 
people should have been consulted and until the Five Great Powers 
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should have finally determined the frontier. But whatever the 
outcome might be, Germany agreed to abide by it. Not all of 
Frederick’s aqnexations would be lost — only- tho&e . parts which 
were mainly Polish in race and in sentiment, but the eastern con- 
tours of Germany would differ greatly from those of the past. 
In this redrawing of the map of Germany two other changes must 
be noted. Germany renounces, in favor of the Five Great Powers, 
Mcmel, in the extreme northeastern tip of Prussia, and agrees to 
accept whatever disposition may be made of it. She also re- 
nounces in their favor the city of Danzig, wliicli is henceforth to 
be a free city and to be placed under the League of Nations. 
Danzig had belonged to the former kingdom of Poland, but had 
been seized by Prussia in the second partition in 1793. The Poles, 
both because they regarded this city as rightfully theirs and also 
because it was their only possible seaport, pleaded for its inclu- 
sion in the new state, but the Conference of Paris did not grant 
it to them. It took Danzig from Germany, but did not give it to 
Poland, but it undertook to negotiate a treaty between the Free 
City and the Republic of Poland whereby the latter might include 
the former within its customs boundaries and might enjoy its 
use as a port, quite without restriction. The executive of the 
Free City, under the League of Nations, is to be a High Com- 
missioner appointed by the League. Danzig is connected with 
Poland by a strip of territory, a corridor ” which thus separates 
the main body of the Prussian state from that part which lies 
cast of the corridor, namely what is left to Prussia of the province 
of East Prussia. These terms of the Treaty have given great 
dissatisfaction both to Germany and to Poland. 

Thus, by the Treaty, Germany has lost probably five million 
of her population, but, in the main, she has only lost those peoples 
conquered by force and belonging to other nationalities. She 
has only lost, or is to lose, her Fh'ench and Danish and Polish 
subjects. The libera ^^ion of these peoples is one more triumph 
of the powerful and unconquerable spirit of nationality, a force 
which has greatl}^ transformed Europe since the FVench Revolu- 
tion and which is still transforming it. 

In still another region Germany lias lost control, at least pro- 
visionally, oT territory that was hers before the war, of tlie Saar 
Basin, contiguous to IVance. This region, in part, had belonged 
to F'rance, but had been acquired by Prussia in 1816. It is not 
to be returned outright to France. Like Danzig since 1793, 
it has become (Germanized and as the framers of the Treaty of 
Versailles have professed the principle that peoples must not be 
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subjected to alien states, a principle to which they have con- 
formed more or less in their actual conduct, a quite complicated 
arrangement has been worked out in regard to th;e Saar Basin, 
\ b . territory having an area of about 700 square miles and a 
iGerman population of about seven hundred thousand. As 
compensation for the destruction of the coal mines in northern 
France and as part payment toward the total reparation 
due from Germany for the damage resulting from the war, 
Germany cedes to France in full and absolute possession, 
with exclusive rights of exploitation, the coal mines of tlie Saar 
Basin. But Germany docs not cede the territory itself to France, 
^only the mines. But in order that the French may have com- 
plete freedom in working these mines, without, however, extend- 
ing their sovereignty over the territory itself and over its German 
population, which, say the conferees of Paris, would create or 
tend to create another Alsace-Lorraine with the Germans this 
time as the victims, the framers of the Treaty have evolved 
elaborate and intricate arrangements for the immediate future 
of the Saar. Germany renounces, not the territory, but the 
government of the territory to the League of Nations, which is 
for fifteen 3 ’ears to act as trustee for the inhabitants, who at 
the end of that period shall have the right to indicate by a 
plebiscite under which sovereignty they prefer to be, whether 
that of Germany, or that of Franco, or wliether they wish to 
continue indefinitely under the League of Nations. The voters 
having indicated their desires, the League of Nations shall 
finally decide on the sovereignty under which the territory is to 
be placed. Meanwhile, during these fifteen years the government 
shall be in the hands of a commission of five representing the 
League and appointed by it. Within the territory of the Saar 
Basin this Governing Commission shall have all the powers of 
government hitherto belonging to the German Empire or to 
Prussia or to Bavaria. 

Not only does German^" agree in this Treaty to recognize the 
independence of Poland, but also that of the Czecho-Slovak 
Republic in whose favor she renounces certain territories in 
Silesia. She also recognizes the independence of Austria with 
whatever boundaries may be determined upon b}^ the Five Great 
Powers and Austria. She agrees that this independence shall 
be inalienable, except with the consent of the Council of the 
League of Nations. This means that Austria shall not be joined 
with Germany, even if the people of both countries? desire it, save 
with the approval of the nine states represented in the Council. 
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Germany also agrees to respect as permanent and inalienable 
the independence of all the territories which were part of the 
former Russian Empire on August 1, 1914, and she undertakes 
to recognize all treaties that may be entered into by the Five 
Great Powers with states now existing or coming into existence 
within former Russia and to recognize the frontiers of any such 
states as determined therein. She also agrees to the abrogation 
of the Brest-Litovsk Treaties and all other agreements she has 
made with Bolshevist Russia. Outside of Europe she not only 
cedes her colonies to the Five Great Powers, but she renounces 
treaty rights and privileges which she has hitherto enjoyed in 
Morocco and Egypt, and she recognizes the French Protectorate 
of the former, the English Protectorate of the latter, and aban- 
dons all rights of intervention. She renounces, in favor of 
Japan, all the rights and privileges she has enjoyed in China 
since 1898, that is, her rights in the province of Shantung. 

DESTRUCTION OF GERMAN MILITARISM 

Such are Germany’s territorial losses as set forth in the Treaty 
of Versailles. Another important section of the Treaty severely 
limits her freedom of action in another field, in the field of her 
greatest interest hitherto. If the terms of a treaty can prevent 
Germany from agaiii becoming a great military and naval power, 
able to menace the world, prevented she will be. In great detail 
the Treaty determines just what forces she may have in the. 
various war services, just what equipment. In a general way 
tliese clauses reduce the armed power of Germany to a standard 
hitherto reached and exceeded by many a small state. If these 
clauses are enforced Germany will no longer be able, by rattling 
lier sliining saber, to alarm or terrify her neighbors. Any 
campaign that she lyay undertake against tlicm can only be 
economic or political and propagandist, not military. But w’ill 
it be possible to enforce these provisions? 

After 1920 her army may not exceetl one hundred thousand 
men, including not more than four thousand officers. Universal 
compulsory .military service is abolished and the German army 
may only be constituted and recruited by voluntary enlistment, 
and the period of service is made so long as to act as a deterrent. 
Privates and non-commissioned officers must, enlist, if. they enlist 
at all, for twel’ie consecutive years; officers for tweatjfcfiss* 
Not more than* five per cent, of these may be discharged for any 
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reason in any one year before the expiration of their term of 
service. 

Tliese clauses reveal the fact that the authors ,of them had 
learned one of the minor lessons that history has to teach. 
Napoleon, after his conquest of Prussia in 1806, forbade that 
the Prussian army should henceforth number moi'e than forty- 
two thousand men. The Prussian Government accepted the 
requirement under compulsion, but it hit upon the ingenious 
device of having these men serve with the army only a short 
time, only long enough to learn the essentials of the soldier’s 
life. Then they would he mustered out and others would pass 
through the same training. By this method several times forty- 
two thousand men received a militai*y training and were able to 
take, the field in those final campaigns wdiich landed Napoleon at 
St. Helena. Tlie framers of the Treaty of Versailles intended 
that, in this respect at least, history should not repeat itself. 
But not feeling sure that the German of to-day might not in 
his turn hit uj)on some device of gaining indirectly what he is 
forbidden to get directly, they have provided that “ educational 
establishments, universities, societies of discharged soldiers, .shoot- 
ing or touring clubs, and, generally sj)eaking, associations of 
every description, whatever be the age of their members, musi 
not occupy themselves with military matters ” and mu.st, in 
particular, neither instruct their members nor allow them to 
be instructed or exercised in the profession or use of arms. Nor 
may government officials, such as customs officers, forest guards, 
coastguards, or the local police, be assembled for military train- 
ing. All military schools not absolutely necessary for the 
training of the officers of the army are abolished, as is also the 
, Great General Staff, which has bulked so large in the thought 
and imagination of mankind during recent years. 

Thus Germany may henceforth produce only a certain number 
of soldiers. She may also produce only a certain amount of 
munitions and equipment and that amount is laid d(*wn in tables 
printed in the Treaty. It is also provided that the manufacture 
of arms and munitions or any war material shall be carried oul 
only in factories approved by the Five Great Powerij. All other 
such establi.shmcnts shall be closed within three months of the 
coming into force of the Treaty. Moreover importation into 
Germany of arms, munitions, and w'ar material of every kind is 
strictly prohibited, as also is the exportation, of such products 
from Germany. Nor may Germany manufaebure or import 
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asphyxiating, poisonous, or other gases, nor armored cars 
or tanks. 

Germany is forbidden to maintain or to construct any fortifica- 
tions either on the left bank of the Rhine or on the right bank 
in a zone extending fifty kilometers or about thirty miles east 
[)f the Rhine. All existing fortresses and fortified works within 
that area and also west of the river are to be disarmed or 
dismantled. 

The German navy is to be restricted to six battleships of the 
large type, six light cruisers, twelve destroyers and twelve 
torpedo boats and the personnel of the navy must not exceed 
fifteen thousand men, inclusive of officers, who must not exceed 
fifteen hundred. The warships interned under the armistice of 
November 11 are to be surrendered. All German submarines arc 
to be handed over to the Five Great Powers, and Germany is 
forbidden to acquire in the future any submarines, even for 
commercial purposes. 

The fortifications, military establishments and harbor of Heli- 
goland are to be destroyed, nor shall tliey ever be reconstructed. 
The Kiel Canal shall be free and open to the commercial and war 
vessels of all nations at peace with German}^ on terms of entire 
equality. 

The armed forces of Germany must not include any military 
or naval air forces. The manufacture or importation of air- 
craft, or engines for aircraft, is forbidden in all German territory. 
All material of this nature already existing in Germany must, 
with a slight exception, be delivered over to the Five Great 
Powers. 

Sucli are the drastic provisions, which, if executed, will destroy 
that German militarism which has cost the world so intolerable 
a price. But how are they to be enforced.^ The Treaty provides 
that the Five Powers shall establish Inter-Allied Commissions of 
Control which shall Ite charged with the duty of seeing to their 
complete execution by the German authorities. These Commis- 
sions may establish their organizations in the capital of. Germany, 
may proceed themselves, or send agents, into any part of Ger- 
many, may demand whatever information or aid they may desire 
of the German Government, which shall bear all expenses con- 
nected with the delivery, the destruction, the dismantling, the 
demolition provided for by the Treaty. 

The Treaty §lso provides another novelty in the art of 
terminating wars which may in the future have a tendency to 
restrain would-be distui’bers of the general peace and to cause 
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them to think twice before gaily plunging ahead. It publicly 
arraigns William II, formerly German Emperor, “ for a supreme 
offence against international morality and the ^sancitity of 
treaties ” and it announces that a court shall be constituted to 
try him, consisting of five judges, one appointed by each of the 
following, the United States, Great Britain, France, Italy, and 
Japan. It shall be the duty of this court to fix the punishment 
it may consider appropriate “ with a view to vindicating the 
solemn obligations of international undertakings and the validity 
of international morality.” Also military tribunals are to be 
established to try other persons accused of having committed 
acts in violation of the laws and customs of war, such persons 
• to be handed over by the German Government on request to the 
Allies, which Government also agrees to furnish whatever docu- 
ments and information may be needed. 

REPARATION 

There is another and extremely important section to this 
Treaty, that concerning the reparation which Germany must 
make for the enormous economic injury she has inflicted upon 
her enemies. By the Treaty she accepts tlie responsibility of 
herself and her associates for all the loss and damage to the 
Allied governments and the Allied peoples caused by the war. 
But as the payment of so monstrous a sum is quite beyond her 
and their resources, she is to escape from a large part of what 
would be only a just penalty. But she definitely undertakes to 
make compensation for all the damage done to the civilian popula- 
tion of her enemies. This means that she must make good in 
money and in materials and in labor the desolation and destruc- 
tion she has caused, must help restore the ravaged lands to their 
former condition, rebuild the demolished villages and cities, 
restore the loot she has carted away to (lermany, replace tool 
for tool, factory for factory, ship for ship, and, in general, 
.work and pay for the rehabilitation of the countries she has over- 
trun and devastated. But how much docs all this mean.’ 
ubviously this can not be determined off-hand, bu^ only after 
an exhaustive investigation. The Treaty provides, consequently, 
that the amount of the above damage for which compensation is 
to be made by Germany shall be determined by an Inter-Allierl 
Commission to be called the Reparation Commission, which .shall 
make the necessary investigation and shall notify the German 
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Government on or before May 1, 1921, as to the extent of her 
obligations. This Commission will be one of the chief agencies 
for the execution of the Treaty. It will sit in Paris and, noi 
doubt, its activities will run for many years. It will consider 
from time to time the resources and the capacities of Germany, 
and will issue specific demands and will indicate how they are 
to be satisfied. 

In order to enable the Allied powers to proceed at once to the 
restoration of their industrial and economic life, pending the 
full determination of their claims, Germany shall pay over to 
the Reparation Commission before May 1, 1921, twenty billion 
gold marks, normally about five billion dollars. What she must 
p<ay beyond that remains to be determined, but may easily run 
up to a hundred million marks. Germany also agrees to the 
direct application of her economic resources to reparation, that 
is, agrees to deliver ships and coal and dyestuffs and chemical 
products and live stock and other things to her enemies, the 
amounts in general to bo determined by the Commission — all 
these commodities being credited to her reparation account. For 
instance, as an illustration, she is to hand over all her merchant 
ships of 1600 tons and upward, half of her ships of a tonnage 
between 1000 and 1600 tons, a quarter of her tonnage of steam 
trawlers and a quarter of her tonnage of other fishing boats; 
and in addition she must, for a period of five years; build ships 
for the Allies to the amount of 200,000 tons a year. All this is 
retribution for her merry years of submarine piracy. “ A ton 
for a ton ” may well take its place alongside “ a tooth for a 
tooth ” as an expression indicating the operation of even-handed, 
methodical justice among men. 

This equitable principle is to be applied in the realm of senti- 
ment and the human spirit, as well as in the realm of matter. 
Germany undertakes, to furnish to the T’niversity of Louvain 
manuscripts, ])rintod books, maps, corros])onding in number and 
value to those destroyed in the burning by Germany of the 
liibrary of Louvain. She is to restore to Franco certain archives 
and diplomatic papers, trophies and works of art, carried away 
from France by the German authorities in the course of the war, 
of 1870-1871, and particularly the French flags taken in that:; 
"ar. She must give back to the King of the Hedjaz the original j 
Koran of the Caliph Othnian, stated to have been presented to^ 
Kmperor Willialn II by his friend the Sultan. And certain 
Works of art must be restored to Belgium also. 
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COMMENTS OF LLOYD GEORGE ON THE TREATY 

Such are a few of the provisions of this monumental treaty. 
In presenting it to Parliament a few days after it was signed 
the British Premier Lloyd George said in discussing this very 
reparation section just described: ‘‘I do not think any one can 
claim the terms imposed constitute injustice to Germany unless 
he believes justice in the war was on the side of Germany.” The 
terms of the Treaty in some respects were terrible, he said, but 
terrible were the deeds which justified them, and still more terrible 
would have been the consequences had Germany triumphed. 

The world is rocking and reeling under the blow that failed. If 
the blow had succeeded the liberty of Europe would have van- 
ished.” Concerning the territorial terms of the Treaty Lloyd 
George declared that the territory taken from Germany was a 
matter of restoration, a restoration of Alsace-Lorraine, taken by 
force from the land to which its ])eople were deeply attached, a 
restoration of Schleswig, the taking of wliich he described as the 
meanest of Hohenzollern frauds, robbing a helpless country on 
the pretence that they were not doing it and then retaining the 
land against the wishes of the po])ulation,” a restoration of 
a Poland torn to bits by Russian, Austrian, and Prussian 
autocracy and now reknit under the flag of Poland. “ They 
are all territories,” he added, ‘‘ which ought not to belong to 
Germany.” 

And he also said concerning other aspects of the Treaty : 
Having regard to the uses Germany made of her army there 
is no injustice in scattering and disarming it. If the Allies had 
restored the colonies to Germany after the evidence of the ill 
treatment of the natives, and the part the natives have taken in 
their own liberation, it w^ould have been a l)ase betrayal. Then 
take the trial of those responsible for the war. If wars of this 
kind are to be prevented, those personally responsible for them, 
who have taken part in plotting and planning tliem, should be 
held personally responsible. Therefore, the Entente decided that 
the man who undoubtedly had the primary responsibility, in the 
judgment, at any rate, of the Allies, should be tried for the 
offenses he committed in breaking treaties he was bound to honor, 
and by that means bringing on the war. It was an exceptional 
course, and it’s a pity it was, because if it had ,been done before 
there would have been fewer wars.” ' 

The Premier proceeded to argue that this was not a vengeful 
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peace, that it was not vengeance “ to take every possible pre- 
caution against a recurrence of the war and to make such an 
example of iGermany as will discourage ambitious rulers and 
peoples from ever again attempting to repeat this infamy. The 
German people apy^roved the war, and, therefore, it was essen- 
tial in the terms to show, if nations entered into unprovoked 
wars of aggression against their neighbors, what lies in store 
for them.” 

It might well be considered ominous that even before the 
Germans had signed this Treaty in the famous Hall of Mirrors 
at Versailles on June 28, 1919, two of its cxyJicit terms had been 
already broken. On the very eve of signature tlie Germans had 
sunk the fleet that lay interned since the armistice in Scapa Flow, 
thus avoiding the surrender provided by the Treaty. And in 
Berlin the French flags captured by the Germans in 1870 had 
been burned in front of the statue of Frederick the Great in 
Vnter den Linden. German officers and soldiers of the Guard 
Cavalry Division had entered the War Museum and taken out 
the flags, already y)acked for delivery to the French. They had 
soaked the flags in gasoline and as tliey had tossed them into the 
flames the crowd Jiad sung Deutschland iiber Alles.” While 
tlie Treaty had not been signed at tlie time these incidents 
occurred, yet the German Government had already announced 
that it would accept the terms which had been submitted to it 
weeks before. The world was given a sufficient hint that breaches 
or attempted breaches of the Treaty might be confidently ex- 
})octed in course. 

RATIFICATION OF THE TREATY 

The fate of the Treaty now lay with the parliaments of the 
various countries to which it was submitted for ratification. 
With it were coupled! in the case of the English, French, and 
American y>arliaments certain treaties between the Ignited States 
and France and between France and (ireat Britain by the terms 
of which the tw^o y)o>vers agreed to move immediately to the aid 
of France if any unjirovoked act of aggression should be made 
against her by Germany. These treaties were signed at Versailles 
on the same day as the treaty with Germany and were designed to 
reassure the French, who did not feel that an untried and uncer- 
tain League of N^ations offered them a sufficient y^rotection against 
a neighbor iiwch larger than France and quite likely at the 
ojiymrtune moment to try to wiyjc out the humiliation of 1918 
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'by beginning a war of revenge. It was provided that this virtual 
Franco- Anglo- American Alliance should remain in force until 
the Council of the League of Nations should decide that the 
League itself assured sufficient protection. 

It was provided in the Treaty of Versailles that it should 
come into force as soon as the ratifications of Germany on the 
one hand and of three of the Five Great Powers on the other 
should have been deposited in Paris. The German National 
Assembly ratified on July 9, by a vote of 2‘37 to 138, 5 deputies 
refusing to vote. A few days later the British Parliament 
approved it, and also the Anglo-French Treaty, with practical 
unanimity, after only a few days’ debate. The French Parlia- 
ment ratified in October and the Italian Government announced, 
its adhesion in the same month. The necessary number, there- 
fore, had ratified. Would the enforcement of the Treaty begin 
forthwith.^ Would the League of Nations begin immediately 
to function.^ 


AMERICA AND THE PEACE 

The European nations were I’eluctant to set the new machinery 
in motion without the co-operation of America. And in America 
the Treaty hung fire. Tliere was at that time but slight opposi- 
tion among the people of the United States to that part of the 
Treaty which directly concerned Germany. The overwhelming 
opinion was that the terms imposed upon her were just and 
necessary. Only three of these four hundred clauses and more 
aroused any vigorous protest and those were the three that con- 
cerned the disposition of Shantung, the transfer of Germany’s 
rights and privileges in that Chinese province to Japan. But 
the twenty-six articles concerning the League of Nations pre- 
cipitated a long and bitter debate, both in the Senate and among 
the peo])lc. All through the summer and fall of 1919 the liOague 
was the theme of constant discussion, increasing in intensity and 
acrimony as it progressed. Both in its fundamental principles 
and in its special provisions it was attacked and defended in 
many able speeches. The lines of cleavage were mainly between 
the Democratic Administration 8ui)porters and the Republican 
opposition, which was in a slight majority in the Senate. Every 
shade of opinion was expressed during the course of the debate. 
There were those who favored accepting the Tjrcaty exactly as 
it stood without the elimination of a letter or a plirase. There 
were those who favored rejecting it outright and in its entirety. 



THE SENATE AND THE LEAGUE 


763 


And between these extremes were men who wished a few changes 
and those who wished many. Of these some wished to effect the 
changes throvigh amendments, which would involve resubmission 
of the entire Treaty to the Peace Conference, and some wished 
to make them through reservations,^’ which, they held, would 
not require resubmission. 

On September 10, 1919, the Committee on Foreign Relations 
reported the Treaty to the Senate with several amendments and 
four reservations recommended by the Republican majority of 
the Committee and opposed by the Democratic minority. The 
debate proceeded. Finally toward the end of October the amend- 
ments came to a vote and were defeated. Many voted against 
them not on principle, but simply because they were oy:)posed to 
any procedure that might necessitate reopening negotiations 
with Germany. They were willing to vote for the same changes 
if expressed in the form of resolutions. After the defeat of the 
amendments the tense and crucial struggle began. Finally after 
much debate the majority of tlie Senate adopted a series of 
fifteen reservations which were included in the ratifying resolu- 
tion. These reservations stated the conditions under which the 
United States would accept the Treaty of Versailles, including 
the Covenant of the League of Nations. Most of them, indeed, 
had reference only to the Covenant and embodied many of the 
criticisms leveled against that document during the discussion. 
One of them provided that if the United States should desire to 
withdraw from the League it should be the sole judge as to 
whether it had fulfilled all its obligations. Another had reference 
to the famous Article X and announced that “ The I-nited States 
assumes no obligation to preserve the territorial integrity or 
political independence of any country or to interfere in con- 
troversies between nations or to employ the military and naval 
forces of the United States umler any article of the Treaty, 
unless Congress shall ^n any case so decide, Congress possessing 
the sole power under the Constitution to declare war.’’ In other 
words not the Council of the League, nor the President of the 
United States, but Congress should determine whether the army 
or navy shquld be used and for what y)urpose, and Congress 
would have the same right to decline as to accept the recommen- 
dations of the Council. Another reservation asserted that no 
mandate should be accepted by the LTnited States except by 
action of Congress, which meant that the President might not 
alone commit the United States to such an undertaking. Another 
reservation declared that the United States reserved to itself 
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exclusively the right to decide what questions were of a domestic 
nature and refused to submit any such either to arbitration or 
to the consideration of the Council or Assembly oi the League 
of Nations. Another concerned the Monroe Doctrine, declaring 
that the doctrine was to be interpreted by the United States alone 
and lay wholly outside the jurisdiction of the League of Nations. 
Still another withheld the assent of the United States from those 
clauses of the Treaty which concern the transfer to Japan of 
Germany’s rights in Shantung. The United States was to have 
full liberty of action in any controversy that might arise under 
those clauses between China and Japan. Another reservation 
provided that, if the Ignited States should at any time adopt 
any plan for the limitation of armaments j)roposed by the Council 
of the League of Nations, it should nevertheless retain the right 
to increase such armaments without the consent of the Council 
whenever the United States should be threatened with invasion 
or be engaged in war. 

Such were the more important of the so-called I.odge reserva- 
tions. Embodied in the clause ratifying the Treaty they would 
require a two-thirds vote of the Senate. This they could not 
secure unless a considerable number of Republicans and Demo- 
crats should combine. But most of the Democrats were opposed 
to them and in favor of ratifying the Treaty without reservations. 
President Wilson denounced the Lodge reservations as amounting 
to a “ nullification ” of the Treaty and urged the Democratic 
Senators to vote against the ratifying resolution in which they 
were incorporated. Thus it came about that on November 19, 
1919, the Senate refused, by a vote of 55 to 39, to pass the 
ratifying resolution, that is, refused to ratify the Treaty. In 
March of the following year the treaty was again brought before 
the Senate and again failed of ratification, the vote being fifty- 
seven in favor to thirty-seven opposed. The necessary two-thirds 
were lacking by seven votes. The question was now made a 
.prominent feature of the presidential election of 1920. The 
result of that election was the defeat of the Democratic party 
by the largest plurality known in our history. The ratification 
of the treaty was now quite out of the question. Separate 
treaties of peace with Germany, Austria, and Hungary were 
therefore negotiated by the new administration and were ratified 
by the Senate on October 18, 1921. The United States has 
thus far refused to become a member of*, the League of 
Nations. 
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TREATIES WITH AUSTRIA AND BULGARIA 

Meanwhile! before the era of peace could fully dawn upon a 
weary world many other negotiations would have to be brought 
to a head, many other treaties would have to be made and ratified. 
The Treaty with Germany, no doubt the most important of the 
series, would be but one. Nor could it stand alone, as others 
would be needed properly to complete it. This was foreseen in 
the document itself, which repeatedly required German assent to 
other treaties not yet made. After Germany came Austria, and 
the Conference of Paris submitted its terms to Austria before 
the Germans had accepted theirs, on June 2, 1919. Then 
followed a period of examination and consultation, followed by 
counter proposals. Finally the amended treaty was submitted 
to Austria on July 20, and was signed by her on September 10. 

This treaty sealed the doom of the Dual Monarchy, which had 
broken up into its conqmnent parts. The House of Hapsburg 
was gone and several states had divided its coat of many colors. 
Henceforth there were to be a Republic of Austria, a Republic 
of Czecho-Slovakia, presumably a Re])ublic of Hungary, and 
parts of the former empire were to go to Italy, Roumania, and 
Jugo-Slavia. The treaty was made with Austria alone, now sunk 
to the rank of one of the small states of Europe. 

This document will be known in history as the Treaty of Saint- 
Germain, as it was signed in the former royal castle in that 
suburb of Paris. In general terms it follows the scheme of the 
German treaty. The Covenant of tlie League of Nations comes 
first, which Austria is compelled to accept, although, like Ger- 
many, she is not to be admitted to the League until the other 
members so decide. The boundaries of Austria are carefully 
defined and she recognizes the new states that liave arisen out 
of her collapse. Her disarmament is required in as great detail 
as that of Germanv. Henceforth her annv is not to exceed 
thirty thousand men, and the size and character of its equipment 
are strictly limited. All surplus armament must be turned over 
to the Allies. The manufacture of arms is restricted to a single 
factory controlled by the state. Compulsory military service 
is abolished. Austria’s navy hencefortli is to consist of three 
patrol boats on the Danube. No military or naval air forces 
may be maintained. The amount that Austria is to pay for the 
damage done to the civilian population of her enemies and to 
their property Is to be determined by the Reparation Commission, 
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which shall take into account her resources and capacity. She, 
too, must build “ ton for ton and class for class ” in replacement 
of all merchant ships and fishing boats lost or damaged owing 
to her activity in the war. She, too, must devote her economic 
resources directly to the physical restoration of invaded allied 
territory and she must surrender certain works of art, and 
certain designated pieces of jewelry and of furniture and also 
certain historical records, taken from Italy, in times past, by the 
House of Hapsburg. 

On September 19, 1919, another treaty was started on its way 
by the Conference of Paris, that with Bulgaria, requiring her 
assent to the League of Nations, the reduction of her army to 
ten thousand men, the recognition of new frontiers, and the 
obligation to pay over from time to time to the Reparation Com- 
mission at Paris certain sums of money, fixed in the original 
draft at approximately $445,000,000. After several weeks of 
discussion, this treaty was signed toward the close of November, 
1919. It will be known in history as the Treaty of Neuilly. 

Conditions in Hungary were so unstable and uncertain that 
the Conference of Paris had adjourned before the negotiations 
with that state were brought to completion by the signature of 
the Treaty of Trianon, on June 4, 1920. That Treaty will be 
described in a later chapter. Nor did the Conference make peace 
with Turkey, a matter that was, indeed, destined to hang fire for 
several years. Russia, too, remained necessarily outside the 
range of profitable, if possible, negotiation. 

WIDESPREAD DISCONTENT 

Thus as the year 1919 drew' to its close the outlines of the 
new Europe were only partially sketched, the stupendous work 
of settlement of a distracted globe was only in its initial stages. 
Whether even that wdiich had been accom|dishcd would be soon 
overturned by new irruptions of disorder and dissension, no one 
could predict with confidence. The air was filled with the clamor 
and the clangor of discordant voices and strident passions. 
Everywhere the mind of the nations was unsettled, everywhere 
there was deep unrest, everywhere a fermentation of revolutionary 
doctrine, everywhere disappointed expectations. Explosive ma- 
terials w^ere only too abundant and the danger of new conflagra- 
tions only too real. The twelve months following the armistice 
with Germany will not rank among the happy ymvs of historyi 
so rancorous and so ubiquitous was the spirit of contention 
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that filled it. Labor unrest in every country, strikes in every 
industry, induced by the high cost of living, by the sight of con- 
scienceless profiteering, and furthered in some cases by political 
plotters and intriguers of every hue. In every country there were 
those who were eager to overturn existing institutions, who 
fostered and favored subversive doctrines and tried to exploit 
industrial unrest for their own sinister purposes. Everywhere 
there were those who believed in the socialization ” of great 
industries, such as railroads and mines, that is, the taking over of 
the industries by the state or by the workers themselves, and the 
expulsion, even the expropriation, of those who owned them. 

In another sphere, also, there were manifestations of the 
spirit of disorder which constituted points of danger. The 
newer states were (juarreling with each other over boundaries; 
racial hatreds and the old, hirniliar lust of power were showing 
themselves still unvanquished. Decisions of the Conference of 
Paris were in certain quarters being flouted or treated with scant 
consideration. How far this defiance would go no one could 
foresee, nor what its consequences might be. 

THE CHALLENGE OF THE FUTURE 

Nevertheless the great results of the war were so obvious and 
so substantial that the public mind could not remain perma- 
nently depressed. The great and memorable tragedy of our 
times could not end in roaring and ignoble melodi'ama. What 
had been won by the sacrifice and sorrow of countless millions 
was not likely to be lost by the levity or malevolence of blunderers 
and marplots. The sober sense of mankind would reassert its 
sway and would insist that human destinies should not be made 
the sport of class or faction. Leadership would not pass to the 
patrons of disorder, to the preachers of sedition, to sophisters 
and quacks and missionaries of moonshine. It was quite safe to 
say tliat the race had distilled enough wisdom from its stern and 
costly experience to be unwilling to jeopardize its future and to 
iniperil civilization by following false gods, by embracing the 
spirit of unreason. 

That future lay no longer in the hands of hereditary’ rulers 
or of privileged aristocracies. It lay in the hands of the people 
themselves. The cliallenge was to them and to them alone. It 
Was unbelievable tluit those who had so magnificently responded 
to the demand)! of dutv should now cease to feel its commanding 
^^pell, ‘‘ Erapee,’’ said Premier Clemenceau to the school children 
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of that country, is calling us in peace as she did in war.” 
And President Poincare said on the same occasion and to the 
same audience: ‘‘ The dead alone have the right to«rest; but we 
must continue their work and realize their wishes. Yesterday 
France found soldiers. To-day she must find citizens.” These 
utterances of the official leaders of the great country which fought 
the good fight and kept the faith from the beginning to the end 
of the greatest war of history might well be the watchword of 
the future and the trumpet call to action among every people 
and in every land. 



CHAPTER XXXVIII 


GERMANY SINCE THE REVOLUTION 

On November 9, 1918, Germany swept licr kings and princes 
from their thrones and proclaimed the republic. A miracle had 
ha])pened, the sudden and complete collapse of a proud and 
mighty em})ire which had for nearly half a century exulted in its 
strength, and which had imposed with singular force upon the 
imagination of the world. No change so astounding had occurred 
within the memory of living men. Twenty-two thrones were 
vacant, hastily abandoned by their occupants, who, preferring 
personal safety to the risks of a struggle for their retention, had 
decamped, each as best he could, to some place of refuge, their 
leader, William of Hohenzollcrn, to Holland, and their next 
greatest, of the House of Wittelsbach, to some chfvteau in the 
mountains of Bavaria. A most conspicuous feature of the 
revolution was everywhere the dissolution of the army which was 
in full process. That wonderful machine, which generations of 
experts had made a monument of mechanical efficiency, was, as 
a result of defeat, going precipitately to smash. 

German army officers and the German conservative parties 
have an ex})lanation of the Revolution which they are trying to 
make the German people believe, namely that the army was not 
beaten in the field but that it w’as “ stabbed in the back,” by the 
radical elements of the population, that the disasters that had 
fallen on the P’atherland were not due to the mistakes or the 
incompetence of the Great General Staff or of the Government 
but to the civilians who failed to support the authorities in the 
hour of need, who were traitors to tlie national cause, who, in 
short, caused the Revolution. If this conception should be 
generally accepted, then the high army command and the 
monarch would come forth unscathed and responsibility for the 
disaster wcyild be fixed upon the people, particularly upon the 
Socialists. In the opinion of these interested critics, the people, 
not their rulers, military and civil, were the authors of this 
“ national crime,” the Revolution of November, 1918. 

The facts do pot boar out this explanation, so considerate of 
the Ludendorffs and Tirpitzes who in the latter part of the war 
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not only controlled the military and naval policy of Germany 
but who practically controlled the state as well. The Imperial 
Government would not have been overthrown, had, the German 
army been able to withstand the enemy, had it not been forced 
back step by step all through the late summer and early fall of 
1918, had not catastrophe in the field been seen rapidly approach- 
ing. That government had faced serious internal troubles 
during the war and had overcome them easily. Such discords, 
dangerous to the national cause, had remained circumscribed in 
scope and had proved but temporary, because the German people 
as a whole had continued steadfast in their support of the 
autliorities and of tlie task in hand. The revolutionary propa- 
ganda wliich was being carried on by the extreme wings of the 
Socialist party had but slight effect upon the general public. 

The general public, in fact, was quite unaware of the situation. 
It had been systematically kept in ignorance. Ludendorff knew as 
early as October 1, 1918, that it was necessary to end hostilities 
as soon as possible and had insisted that the government sliould 
propose an armistice to the Allies. But the people were ignorant 
of this. Tlicy knew that the Bulgarian armies were being routed, 
but that the Entente could win was a view not entertained — at 
worst there would only be a peace without victors or vanquished. 
Had not Admiral Tirpitz, the great promoter of submarine war- 
fare, assured the German people that American aid was and 
would remain a phantom.’’ Had not Streseinann, head of the 
National Liberal party declared, on October 81, that there was 
‘‘no immediate danger on the western front.” Had not a 
former Vice-Chancellor of the Empire announced hardly two 
weeks before the armistice; “We do not dream of abandoning 
our conquests in the East ; we shall stick to the good old German 
dictum ‘ Keep what you have.’ ” 

The German Revolution did not come, as German conserva- 
tives claim, from the interior of German^', was not the result 
of Socialist agitation among the people and in the army. The 
Revolution was the natural result of defeat. The people who 
had endured heavy privations for four years would have held out 
still longer had only the army held. It was because the military 
front was giving way that the imperial regime was overthrown. 
Germany was to learn the lesson whicli France had learned under 
two Napoleons that the price of safety for military autocracies 
is continuous victory or at least is the absence of serious defeats. 
But now defeats were coming thick and fast in ,»the months of 
September and October, 1918, German defeats in France, defeats 
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of the allies of Germany in Turkey, in Bulgaria, and in Austria- 
Hungary. These had their natural repercussion, popular ef- 
fervescence everywhere, shaking thrones, the crumbling of the 
established order, the overthrow of those whose ambition and 
whose folly had led their peoples to the abyss. 

In Germany the spirit of revolt first flamed up, not among 
factory workmen influenced by Socialist propaganda, as con- 
servatives to-day declare, but in Kiel, Germany’s chief naval port, 
and in the warships lying there. At Kiel on November 4, 
occurred the first revolutionary rising. A Soldier’s Council 
seized the sliips and the local authority. This was the signal 
for a widespread and spontaneous movement. In one city after 
another councils of workingmen and soldiers sprang into exis- 
tence and assumed control. The revolution did not break out in 
Berlin until after it had swept through the states of the south, 
of the north, and of the west of Germany. It was in Bavaria 
that a republic was first proclaimed, with Kurt Eisner, a Jewish 
journalist, an Independent Socialist, as chief minister. The 
news from Munich precipitated events in the imperial capital. 
The Majority Socialists woke up, anxious lest the more radical 
Socialists, the Independents and the Spartacists should install 
themselves in power. On November 8, they issued an ultimatum 
to the Chancellor, Prince Max of Baden, demanding the abdica- 
tion of the Emperor, the renunciation of the Crown Prince, and 
the complete submission of the military to the civil government. 
Prince ^lax withdrew from office, handing over his powers to 
Friedrich Ebert, one of the leaders of the Majority Socialists. 
On the following day, November 9, another of the leaders of that 
party, Scheidemann, proclaimed the German Republic from the 
balcony of the Reichstag. At the same moment the leader of 
the extreme Socialists, Karl Liebknecht, was w’^aving the red flag 
from another balcony, that of the Emperor’s Palace, where in 
August, 1914, Willi^ II had harangued the people and the 
soldiers amid wild acclaim. While these surprising and unex- 
pected events wrerc occurring in Berlin, William II was making 
all haste tow'ard Holland as a refuge from the w^rath of men. 
The author of the famous phrase, our future lies upon the 
sea,” was now swept from his throne by a revolution which issued 
from that very fleet which had been designed and built up in 
order to assure that future, and was now a fugitive in a country 
which would be lyider the sea had not the hand of men erected 
artificial barriers against its assaults. 

The Gorman Revolution of 1918 cannot be compared with 
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the French Revolution of 1789. It was no outgrowth of active, 
sustained and bitter criticism of existing institutions, no work 
of a people dissatisfied with the social and economic conditions of 
their country, no indignant protest against a long-continued 
denial of political liberty and political education to the people. 
It had no background of preparation. It was a storm that had 
suddenly blown up, not the explosion of a slowly gathering hur- 
ricane. It was a distinctly limited revolution with none of those 
aspects of roseate optimism, of that generous and ardent faith in 
the coming of a new era for suffering humanity that had char- 
acterized the French Revolution of the eighteenth century. It 
was not the culmination of a long-delayed movement of reform 
but was only a sudden change of regime, brought about by 
military defeat. 

This brief and sudden crisis, which swept away the supposedly 
strongest monarcliy in Europe and set up a rejiublic in its stead, 
greatly changed the face of German political life and was likely 
to change much more. Not only did the Emperor disappear 
from the scene which he had dominated for thirty years, but the 
Bundesrat, the organ of the j>rinces, vanished necessarily when 
they vanished, and the Reichstag, in the w^hole affair, gave no 
sign of life. The conservative political parties, wdiich had con- 
trolled the Reichstag since the founding of the Empire, now col- 
lapsed with the collapse of the royal power. They were destined 
to reappear later, w ith different names and programmes, but upon 
the course of events at this jvincture they exercised no influence. 
They shared the general discredit which had fallen upon every- 
thing connected wdth the old regime, a regime which had seemed 
so strong and w^hich had proved so weak in a moment of adversity. 
All tried to recouf) their damaged popularity by assuming popu- 
lar names. Even the Catholic Center, sacrificing to the spirit of 
the hour, changed its historic ap])ellation for one which might 
sound better to the general ear, the ('hrist^an l^jpular Party. 

Since these former inveterate supporters of a discarded govern- 
ment were now prone upon the ground, there remained to govern 
Germany only the Socialists, who had constituted an opposition 
party during the Empire, who had never been entrusted with 
power, and who had had no actual experience an(f training in 
governing. Lhifortunately for them, however, the convulsions 
of a period of unprecedented war and of j)opular ferment had 
worked its ravages upon them as well as u[)on the parties of the 
right. United under a single banner all through the Empire, 
a compact and growing party, their unity had been destroyed 
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by the issues of the war. The Social Democratic party, famous 
for its spirit of discipline, its power of cohesion, a party for 
which over fiw million Germans had cast their votes in 1912 and 
which was much the largest group in the Reichstag, was now 
cut in two and was apparently in process of further disintegra- 
tion. An opposition party for fifty years, having steadily 
voted against the military appropriations which had made Ger- 
many so redoubtable on land and sea, and which had encouraged 
the aggressiveness of the governing classes, the Socialists in 1914 
ceased their opposition and were drawn along in the wake of the 
militarists, whctlier because, after all, they felt themselves 
patriots first and Socialists afterwards, or because they felt their 
weakness in the presence of tlie mighty passions evoked by the 
outbreak of the war. But some of them were uneasy from the 
beginning in their new and strange position of supporters of 
militarism. In December, 1914, Karl Tiiebknecht, the son of 
William Liebknecht, the well-known collaborator with Bebel in 
t!ie upbuilding of the party, was tlie first to vote against the 
war appropriation bills. In 1915 another member of the Reichs- 
tag joined him. A little later, three of the most influential 
Socialists, Karl Kautsky, expounder of pure Marxism, Edward 
Bernstein, the advocate of revisionism, and Hugo Haase, another 
])arty leader, ])iiblished a document condemning a war of conquest 
and urging the Reichstag to reject further war aj)propriations. 
Twenty members acted in this sense in December, 1915. In 1917 
a ne>v party was formed under Haase, calling itself the Indepen- 
dent Social Democratic party. The bulk of the Socialists, 
however, remained within the old organization and continued to 
be known as the Social Democratic party. With the advent of 
Bolshevism to power in Russia in 1917, there was a stdl further 
splitting up, an advanced wing of (k^mmunists, advocating 
Russian methods, a[)peariiig u])on the scene, led by Karl 
Liebknecht and Rosli lAixemburg. These Communists were 
generally called Spartacists. 

Thus when the government of Germany fell for the first time 
into the hands of the Socialists on November 9, 1918, it found 
them seriously divided into three main fractions. Would the 
gravity of tlie situation, would the unexpected opportunity for 
the realization of their aims cause them to forget their dif- 
ferences and to co-ojierate in bringing about the socialized state 
which all three fractions professed to desire.^ 

At first the two chief groups, the Majority and the Indepen- 
dent Socialists united, each group appointing three commis- 
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sioners. These six men constituted the new government. They 
adopted some very important measures. Universal suffrage was 
proclaimed, the vote being given to all men and women over 
twenty years of age. The right of unrestricted public meeting 
was guaranteed. Censorship of the press was abolished. New 
insurance laws were promised. But this harmony did not last 
long. From the beginning there was friction between the two 
factions. The differences that divided them were really funda- 
mental. The Social Democrats or Majority Socialists w'ere a 
relatively moderate party, not emphasizing the particular tenets 
of socialism. They believed that the first requirement of 
the situation was the introduction of free, democratic institutions 
and processes so that the political education of the citizens of 
the German republic might begin at once. They considered it 
dangerous and unwise to try to set up immediately the Socialist 
economic system. The Independents, on the other hand, believed 
that Germany should break completely with the past, that 
advantage should be taken of the unexpected opportunity to 
found the new Germany solidl3^ upon the social and economic 
principles which Socialists had been proclaiming for half a 
century as the only true and scientific bases for society. The 
Social Democrats believed in democratic and parliamentary 
government, the Independents advocated the dictatorship of the 
proletariat. The former desired that a national constituent 
assembly should be elected as speedily as possible; the latter 
desired the postponement of the elections and of the making of 
the constitution. The quarrel became acute. Troubles broke 
out in Berlin and blood was shed. At the end of December the 
three Independents withdrew from the Government. The Govern- 
ment, born of the revolution of November 9, was forced to turn 
its arms against the revolutionists. The experiment of a Social- 
ist revolution was abruptly ended after a month and a half 
of trial. ' 

The Social Democrats or Majority Socialists then attempted 
to run the government alone, the Independents having been 
eliminated. New riots occurred in Berlin, more serious than the 
preceding ones. On January 16, 1919, Liebknecht and Rosa 
Luxemburg, leaders of the Spartacists or extreme ^Communists, 
were killed. It soon became quite evident that the Social 
Democrats could not alone govern Germany. The elections to 
the National Assembly, held on January 19, 1919, did not give 
them an absolute majority, which, moreover, thay did not give 
to any other party. 
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It was evident that if the Social Democrats wished to continue 
to govern they must have the support of the moderate bourgeois, 
tfie Democratic party and the Center, and this would necessarily 
mean compromise and an abatement of the demands of the Social- 
ists. Such a combination was effected and continued until June, 
1920. The National Constituent Assembly met in the small and 
quiet city of Weimar, rather than in Berlin, because of the state 
of unrest which prevailed in the capital. The People’s Com- 
missioners resigned. Ebert was elected President of the Repub- 
lic; Scheidernann, a leader of the Social Democrats, became the 
head of the ministry. 

The new ministry faced a very troubled situation, both at 
home and abroad. At home the Communists, bent upon revenge 
for the murder of their leaders, only waited the favorable 
moment for a new insurrection. During an entire week in March 
(March 4-10, 1919) Berlin was the scene of frenzied street 
fighting. The Social Democrats, in order to put down the Com- 
munists, turned toward the officers and soldiers of the old 
imperial army and, under the vigorous leadership of Noske, 
organized a force capable of resistance. The more the Govern- 
ment was threatened by the radicals, the more it veered toward the 
conservatives. This had a momentary advantage and a more 
serious disadvantage. The advantage was that the Communist 
insurrection was })ut down, after much loss of life and property; 
the disadvantage lay in the fact that to accomplish this the 
Government had been compelled to appeal to those who were 
secretly oj)posed to the whole new regime brought about by the 
Revolution and who were only biding their time to attack it. 
To strengthen the national sentiment against the disruptive 
internationalism of the Communists the Government told the 
people of Germany that they had not been conquered by the 
armies of the Entente but had yielded onlv to the pressure of the 
blockade. Already December 1918, the troops returning 
from the front had been received in Berlin as victors, had marched 
through the Brandenburg gate, flags flying, as had the victors 
of 1870, and Ebert had said to them You return to your homes 
undefeated.” The danger in such statements lay in the fact 
that they encouraged the conservative parties, the monarchists, 
only too eager to exploit the disorders of the day and the wide- 
spread fear of Communism for the purpose of preparing a 
restoration of the Empire. As a matter of fact the Communists 
were put dowr^ in Berlin and Munich and generally throughout 
the country, but it was a costly victory for the Republic as 
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certain reactionary elements in the population, particularly 
groups of former army officers and politicians connected with the 
fallen regime, were thus encouraged to plot more boldly against 
the Republic itself. The attempted Kapp-Liittwitz coup d'Hat 
of March, 1920, was the consequence of tliis appeal to the army 
and to military sentiment as a protection against tlie revolu- 
tionary extremists. 

Meanwhile the Peace Conference was in session in Paris and 
was slowly elaborating the treaties tliat were to be the basis of 
the new Europe. There is little doubt that tlie Germans expected 
that, because they had overthrown the Empire and proclaimed a 
democratic Republic, much would be forgiven them and thaf tlie 
demands upon them would be liglit. To be sure tlie Kaiser had 
said, on the eve of the great drive of March, 1918; “ The prize 
of victory must not and will not fail us. No soft peace but one 
corresponding to Germany’s interests.” And the Secretary of 
the Treasury had said in April that we do not yet know the 
amount of indemnity we shall win.” And as late as July the 
demand had been general that Belgium should be retained. All 
this was forgotten and all the complicity of the German people 
in the war, when the Treafy of Versailles, with its demand for 
the cession of certain conquered territories and reparation for 
the colossal damage done, was submitted. The Germans were 
so indignant when they heard of the terms of peace, nationalist 
feelings ran so high, that Scheidemann and his colleagues, 
rather than sign the document, resigned. Thus disappeared the 
second ministry since the abdication of the Kaiser. 

Gustav Bauer, a Social Democrat and trade-union leader, 
formed the new cabinet. The Assembly at Weimar ap})roved the 
signing of the Treaty by a vote of 2J7 to 188. This majority 
was composed of the Social Democrats, the Independent Social- 
ists, and most of the Center party. Feeling vaguely the danger 
represented by the reactionary parties, aVid vividly the danger 
represented by the Communists, this ministry, like its predecessor, 
was particularly concerned about the organization of the army 
as the sole means of preserving the present experiment. The 
former danger proved the real one as on March 13, 1920, 
General von Liittwitz, commander of the army, conspiring with 
Dr. Kapp, a former Prussian official, attempted to seize power 
and overturn the Republic. The Government was forced to flee 
precipitately, first to Dresden, then to Stuttgart. 

Seeing the Republic seriously in danger, aV the Socialist 
parties, the Majority Socialists, the Independents, and even the 
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Communists, united for the first time since the Revolution and, 
joined by the liberal bourgeoisie, fought the Counter-Revolution 
by means of strikes and by means of arras. So effective was their 
resistance that at the end of a week the conspiracy collapsed, 
its leaders fleeing the country. 

The first attempt at a coup d'etat in the interest of reaction 
had failed but the parties which had prevented its success did not 
preserve their union after the crisis was over but flew apart 
again. The Bauer ministry, discredited by its flight, gave way 
to that of Hermann Muller, a Social Democrat, Under this 
ministry the elections to the Reichstag were conducted in accord- 
ance with the provisions of the new Constitution of Weimar. 
The elections favored the parties of the extreme right and the 
extreme left. The middle or moderate gi’oups were greatly 
reduced in number. The continuing popular uncertainty and 
unrest reinforced the party of order. On tlie other hand, con- 
siderable numbers of the working classes swung from the Social 
Democratic party to that of the Independents, indignant with 
the Majority Socialists for their feeble attitude toward the 
reactionary parties, their frequent compromises with them, and 
their apparent indifference to all projects of socialization. 

The elections, which on the whole showed a distinct growth 
of conservative feeling throughout the country, meant the down- 
fall of IMiiller and the creation of a new ministry under Fehren- 
bach, one of the leaders of the Center party. This ministry dis- 
tinguished itself from its predecessors in that it rested solely 
upon the bourgeois parties. The Social Democrats were now 
eliminated from power, as the Inde])endent Socialists had been 
eliminated earlier. The conservative parties, either openly or 
tacitly, were favorable to the restoration of the monarchy. The 
conservatives were exultant that within two years of the Revolu- 
tion they had been able to form a ministry of their own color, and 
to expel socialism in.# any of its shades from the Government; 
all the more exultant as they were able to do the same in Prussia 
as well. But their cheerfulness was of short duration. Involved 
in difficult discussions with the Entente Powers concerning the 
fulfilment of certain obligations of the Treaty of Versailles, this 
“ Cabinet oi* Big Business,” as it was often called, indisposed to 
accede to the demands finally made upon it for an immediate 
settlement of the questions of reparation and disarmament, 
finally resigned on Alay 4, 1921, and was succeeded several days 
later by the \yii*th government, resting upon a combination of 
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the Center, Majority Socialist and Democratic parties whose 
foreign policy was more conciliatory. 

This rapid recital of the governmental history^ of Germany 
during the first three years after the Revolution shows several 
things. One of these is the prevailing ministerial instability. 
As the Germans are divided into numerous political parties, no 
one of which represents a majority of the voters, each ministry 
must rest upon a coalition. Coalitions are proverbially fragile, 
prone to split asunder because of personal rivalries or diver- 
gencies of opinion on matters of policy. It is also evident that 
the currents of public opinion in Germany during this period were 
confused and contradictory. The German people, without seri- 
ous training in the art of self-government, accustomed to exercise 
but a feeble influence upon the course of national policy, suddenly 
found itself invested with complete j)ower which it did not know 
how to use, which it could use only clumsily and hesitantly, 
There had been no serious demands for a republic ; no republican 
party had been evolved with definite programmes and recognized 
leaders and ready to assume control when the moment should 
arrive. Yet the Republic had come and, moreover, had come in 
the whirlwind, and it confronted on every hand the colossal wreck- 
age of the war, enormous debts, a demoralized economic life, dis- 
location of social classes, loss of national prestige and cohesion, 
the lack of able or experienced leadership, the danger of national 
disintegration. With the loss of prestige had also vanished the 
legend, carefully nurtured for two generations, of German 
invincibility, and everywhere alarming cracks appeared in the 
political framework of the nation, that framework which was 
Bismarck’s masterpiece, and which, created by blood and iron, 
seemed dependent for its very existence upon the continued 
efficacy of those agencies in the service of Prussia and Germany. 

That efficacy having failed, there was on the morrow of defeat 
a marked recrudescence of that particularwm, that states-rights 
feeling which the Iron Chancellor had been at such pains to 
combat and conquer. Everywhere separatist tendencies showed 
themselves throughout Germany, bitter criticism of the over- 
lordship of Prussia which had j^roved so vexatious and so dis- 
astrous, jealousies of North Germany on the paft of South 
Germany, talk, and even action, about the creation of a new 
state or of several states out of Prussian territory, along the 
Rhine particularly, the new states not to be entirely independent 
but to have a place of importance in a new federation based on 
approximate equality, and not, as the late one liad been, on a 
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practical subserviency to Prussia. There was for several months 
after the armistice grave danger that German unity would be 
greatly undermined and might indeed disappear, and that too, 
not because of the intrigues of foreigners, not because of a 
desire of the conquerors, natural enough under the circumstances, 
but because of the passionate spirit of dissension which burst 
forth spontaneously among tlie Germans themselves as soon as 
the rigid compression of the war period was removed, a spirit 
of dissension which threatened to submerge the Bismarckian 
state beneath the violence of the flood. Was Bismarck’s work, 
after all, artificial and illusory? Ci*eated by the sword was it 
destined to disappear by the sword? Had it failed to strike 
roots in the minds and liearts of the people during the half 
century when it had seemed so solid and imposing? Was it 
really only a fair-weather structure, unable to resist the stress 
and strain of times of trouble? 

This tendency to a more vigorous assertion of local indepen- 
dence was reinforced by certain factors in the crisis which Ger- 
many was traversing. For instance, the fear of Bolshevism 
rendered tliose states which were naturally conservative desirous 
of restricting its field of action as narrowly as possible, and what 
could do this as effectively as the strengthening of the individual 
states? Conservatism should, it was widely believed, intrench 
itself behind state boundaries and thus the waves of revolution 
or radicalism might be broken, might at least be prevented from 
sweeping over the entire territory of the Republic. Another 
force that contributed to the strength of this particularistic 
movement was the general aspiration for liberty,” a large 
word, the fashion of the moment, and one which was susceptible 
of a multitude of practical applications. 

THE FRAMIjSG OF THE CONSTITUTION 

To counteract and arrest this tendency tow^ard separatism, 
out of the chaos of the hour to rescue the vital principle of 
German greatness, the principle of unity, and so to embody it 
in fundamental institutions tliat it would be even stronger than 
ever, was the dominant thought and aspiration of those who 
undertook to lead in the framing of the new constitution of the 
German Republic. A National Assembly had been elected on 
danuary 19, 1919# by the most democratic suffrage that had ever 
been invoked i\fr such a purpose, perhaps the most democratic 
^ver known. Every German, man or woman, over twenty years 
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of age had the right to vote, and every voter was eligible to 
election. The result was an assembly of 423 members, 39 of 
whom were women. Thirty million votes were cdst, or 90 per 
cent, of the possible total. Of these the Social Democrats 
obtained 11,400,000; the Center or Catholic party, 6,000,000; 
the Democratic party, 5,600,000; the German National People’s 
party, or Extreme Conservatives, 3,200,000 ; the German People’s 
Party, less extreme Conservatives, 1,200,000; the Independent 
Socialists, 2,300,000. Of the members chosen to the Assembly, 
163 were Social Democrats, 89 were Centrists, 74 were Demo- 
crats, and the others 42, 22, and 22 in the order given. Only 45 
of the members had belonged to the Reichstag of 1914. The 
Assembly consisted, therefore, of new men. 

It met on Feburary 6, 1919, in Weimar, a small and sleepy 
town, associated in German history with liberal and literary 
memories. Berlin was wisely avoided, as offering too many 
opportunities for the organizers of riots and insurrections. On 
February 10, the Assembly adopted a provisional constitution, 
which became immediately operative. It then proceeded to work 
out the definitive constitution wdiich was finally adopted on July 
31 and put into force, without popular ratification, on August 
11, 1919. The man who may be considered the chief author of 
the constitution was Hugo Preuss, of Jewish origin, a professor 
of law, a man who had, by the independence of his ideas, incurred 
the disfavor of the late Imperial Government and had nearly 
been driven from his chair in 1917. Preuss was now Secretary 
of the Interior, a member of the Democratic party, and had been 
made the draftsman of the new constitution. Though the docu- 
ment in its final form discarded many of his views and sugges- 
tions, nevertheless, it was he who played a predominant part in 
the long and difficult discussions. 

Preuss’s fundamental idea was that the national unity of 
Germany must at all costs be saved, and even strengthened. 
He did not dare, nor was he inclined, to adopt Bismarck’s 
formula of German unity achieved by Prussia, for the advantage 
of Prussia, and with Prussia securely seated in the saddle of 
united Germany. Prussia’s leadership and dominance were, in 
his opinion, things to be destroyed, not restored. Preuss 
wished to organize a democratic state, a pacific state, in which 
the military power should be the docile servant of the civil power 
and not its lord and master. Germany hai^ nothing to gain 
and everything to lose from the continuance of the commanding 
authority previously held by Prussia, a state now discredited by 
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Hie ruin it had brought about, a state traditionally hostile to 
those liberal ideas to which satisfaction must now be given. 
Preiiss wished •the future Germany to be so strong and central- 
ized that any separatist tendencies would be easily snuffed out, 
but he wished, at the same time, to reduce the power of Prussia, 
whose yoke, he held, had before the war become odious to all the 
states of the Empire. He believed so strongly in national unity 
that he w'ould have been glad to sweep aside all the federated 
states and have made Germany a unitary nation like France or 
Italy or England, subdivided only into administrative areas. 
Recognizing, however, that that was quite impossible, the local 
states-rights feeling being centuries old and having even been 
intensified by tlie Revolution, he sought to achieve his ends by 
otJier means. It was impossible to make Germany a unitary 
state. She must remain a federation. But the authority and 
the jurisdiction of tlie central government must be made as exten- 
sive as possible and the rights of the individual states, beginning 
with Prussia, must be as circumscribed as the situation would 
permit. It is impossible,’’ Preuss said, “ from a legal, political, 
economic point of view, to maintain a republic of forty million 
people in the midst of another republic of seventy million.” 
I'reuss’s centralizing ideas aroused great opposition, particularly 
on the part of all those who believed that without a strong 
Prussia there could be no strong Germany. But they had a 
measure of success, as we shall see. 

The Constitution of Weimar is a composite document showing 
the influence of the past, the impress of the troubled moment in 
which it was drawn up, and also, in some of its provisions, seem- 
ing to foreshadow the spirit of the future. This complexity of 
origin must be constantly borne in mind in any attempt to pass 
judgment upon it. Inspired in part by other federalist con- 
stitutions, like those of tlie ITnited States and Switzerland, it is 
jiarticularly ])ermeate(f with the ideas of the constitution which 
had been drawn up in 1849 by the Parliament of Frankfort, 
that first and ill-fated attempt to achieve German unity by liberal 
methods and for liberal ends. 

Under the Constitution of Weimar the former name of the 
Cfcrman national state, Deutsches Reich, is preserved, the name, 
that is, which had been the official designation from 1871 to 
1918, but that state is declared a republic based upon the sov- 
ereignty of the people. The national flag is changed from the 
black-white-red •trfcolor of the Empire to the black-red-gold of 
die liberal students’ clubs of 1815, colors which symbolized the 
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aspiration for political freedom and for national unity. But 
Germany is to have, at the same time, a commercial flag and this 
is to consist of the former imperial flag with the. new nationai 
colors in the inner upper corner. It is provided that each stato 
of Germany must also have a republican constitution, restiiifr 
upon a democratic suffrage. The old states ai*e preserved, so 
that Germany will constitute a Federal Republic, like that of 
the United States, not a unitary one, like that of France. Tiic 
republic, then, is the form of government not only of the nation 
but of each component part, the fundamental framework of tlie 
new structure. In the words of Preuss “ the restoration of tlic 
monarchy in a single one of the German states would bring witli 
it the ruin of the new national unity.” It is significant that 
a proposal earnestly urged in the Constituent Assembly to split, 
up the large states like Prussia into a number of small ones 
and to unite a number of the petty states into larger units so 
that the average state might number about two or three million 
people and all states might be approximately equal, was rejected. 
The inveterate particularism which we encounter all through a 
thousand years of German history thus showed itself still 
vigorous. And in the new Germany, as in the old, Prussia is 
larger than all the other states combined and is likely, con- 
sequently, to exercise a preponderant and decisive influence. 
The strongest argument brought forth in this discussion was 
that as the disinemhennent of Prussia would give the greatest 
pleasure to the enemies of Germany, and had, indeed, been one 
of their avowed war aims, Germans owed it to themselves to see 
that those enemies should not have this additional trophy of 
their victory. 

Nevertheless, while this frontal attack upon the territorial 
integrity of the former German states failed, yet a way was 
provided in Article 18 of the constitution for possible future 
changes in state boundaries which might jlferhaps in time achieve 
the same end, namely, the approximate equality of the various 
members of the federation, their liberation from the undue 
influence of a single partner in the union. The constitution 
sanctions the principle of the mobility of state frqntiers, for it 
provides that, by means of a national law, the territorial limits 
of the different states may be modified if the population of the 
area or areas concerned so desires. A simple national law will 
also suffice to transfer a province from one* state to another, 
even if one of the states affected docs not con.sont, provided a 
plebiscite has first been held and three-fifths of the votes recorded 
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are in favor of the change, if the three-fifths represent a majority 
of the total number of voters. 

Under the operation of this provision of the constitution the 
map of Germany has already been somewhat retouched. Instead 
of the 25 states wliich made up the Empire in 1914 there are 
now only 17. The eight ])etty Thuringian duchies ^ have fused 
into a single state of Thuringia with 1,600,000 inhabitants, and 
tlie 75,000 inhabitants of Saxe-Coburg have united with Bavaria. 
Whether the internal map of Germany will undergo further 
alterations remains to be seen. Certain it is that many plans 
have been brought forward and discussed for the fusion of two 
or more states or for the detachment of individual provinces, 
dissatisfied witli their present status. 

In the new Germany, tlie central organ of the state is to be the 
Reichstag, not, as formerly, the Emperor and the Bundesrath. 
Under the Constitution of 1871 sovereignty belonged to the 
federated princes, Germany being governed by an association of 
monarclis, led by tlie most powerful of them, the King of Prussia. 
Such a system, naturally, could not survive the disappearance of 
the monarchs themselves. After the Revolution the democratic 
principle was destined to be applied on perhaps a larger scale than 
in any other country, reiyresentative democracy in the case of 
the highest organs of the state, the Reichstag and the President, 
and direct democracy, introduced alongside the other and express- 
ing itself in the referendum, the initiative and the recall. The 
people are sovereign, and political supremacy has definitely 
passed to the Reichstag, that is, to the chamber elected directly 
by the people. The Chancellor and cabinet ministers are respon- 
sible to the Reichstag and must withdraw when no longer 
supported by the majority of that body. In other words, the 
parliamentary system has succeeded the system of personal 
government under which the monarch appointed and removed 
Ins ministers withoui asking the opinion of the peoples’ 
representatives. 

The Reichstag is chosen by universal and secret suffrage. 
The age qualification has been reduced from twenty-five under 
the constitution of the Empire to twenty-one, and women as well 
as men have ’the vote. The census of 1919 showed the popula- 
tion of Germany to be about 60,000,000. Of this number about 
37,000,000 enjoy the franchise. All are eligible to the Reichstag, 

^ Saxc-Wclmar, Snxe-Meinfngen, Saxe-AItenburg, Saxc-Gotha, Schwara- 
Ijiirg-Hudolstadt, ScAwarzburg-Sonderhausen 'and the two former piin- 
cipalities of lieuss. 
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women well as men, at the age of twenty-five. Members are 
txot chosen by single districts, but on a general ticket and by the 
proportional system. The election must be held on a Sunday 
or a holiday. The Reichstag is elected for four years. It may 
be dissolved by the President but only once for the same cause. 
The Reichstag is the lawmaking body. TiCgislation may be intro 
duced into it by any member or, under certain circumstances, 
by the President or by the Reichsrath, but elaborate provisions 
are made for the use, under specified conditions, of the popular 
referendum and initiative in the enactment of legislation. 

Under the Empire it was the Bundesrath rather than the 
Reichstag that was the real seat of the authority of the Govern- 
ment and of the Prussian leadership. It re})resented the princes 
of the several states and its powers and influence were much 
mor^ extensive than were those of the Reichstag. Under the 
new constitution the Bundesrath is succeeded by the Reichsrath, 
or National Council, a body which, like the former, represents, 
not the people, but the Governments of the states, or Liindcr, as 
they are now called, the word state being formally abolished by 
the constitution. In the Reichsrath every state shall have at 
least one vote. In the case of the larger states one vote will 
be accorded to every million inhabitants, but no state shall have 
more than two-fifths of the entire membership. The object of 
this provision is to prevent Prussia from having a majority, as 
she would be entitled to, if representation according to popula- 
tion were rigorously adhered to. However, as a matter of fact, 
she has a larger representation than she enjoyed in the old 
Bundesrath. The new council, like the old, rej) resents, not the 
people of the several states, but their Governments, but these 
respective Governments now depend, not upon princes, as they 
formerly did, but upon local legislatures elected by universal 
suffrage, a most important difference. The Reichsrath is, there- 
fore, indirectly subject to public opinion. 

Moreover, the powers of the Reichsrath are much inferior to 
those formerly enjoyed by the Bundesrath. It plays a certain 
part in legislation. The Government of the Reich brings its 
bills, in the first instance, before the Reichsrath. If the latter 
accepts them, then they go to the Reichstag. But if it rejects 
them, the Government may, nevertheless, lay them before the 
Reichstag, stating at the same time the dissentient views of the 
Reichsrath. The Reichsrath may veto a law passed by the 
Reichstag. In that case the law in question •shall be sent bac k 
to the Reichstag. If the Reichstag reaffirms its vote by a two- 
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thirds majority, the bill becomes a law without the consent of 
the Reichsrath, unless the President within three months submits 
the matter to a popular referendum. On the other hand, if the 
Reichstag reaffirms its position by a mere majority vote the 
bill fails, unless the President orders a referendum. The veto 
possessed by the Reichsrath is, therefore, suspensory, not abso- 
lute. The real seat of legislation is the Reichstag. The Reichs- 
rath is not a co-equal legislative chamber. Laws may be 
enacted without its consent, under the conditions stated. 

Tlie executive head of the state is to be a President chosen by 
the whole German people, w'omen as well as men.^ This strictly 
universal suffrage, indeed, is to prevail not only in national 
elections, but also in state elections. The President, who must 
be at least thirty-five years of age, is chosen for seven years, 
but may be re-elected, how' often the constitution does not say, 
or may be de[)osed, before the expiration of his term, by a referen- 
dum. Should the referendum, however, result in his favor, it 
is to count as a new' election. Ry a law% passed subsequent to 
the adoption of the constitution, on May *1, 1920, it is provided 
that the I^resident must be elected, if elected on the first ballot, 
by an absolute majority, but that, if the first ballot show's no 
absolute majority, then a second ballot shall be held in w'hich a 
plurality shall decide. The President has supreme command over 
all the military forces of the nation, but he is subject to the 
Reichstag in such matters as a declaration of war or a con- 
clusion of peace. He may make alliances and other treaties with 
foreign j)ow'ers, but certain of these require the approval of the 
Reichstag. He has the power to use the armed force of the 
nation to compel the individual states to fulfil their obligations 
under the constitution. Lnder him are the Chancellor and other 
ministers, who are declared responsible to the Reichstag. Any 
of the ministers may be compelled to resign by an explicit vote 
of that body. ^ 

Cnlike tiie Lnited States, the (Jerman Reich has no Vice- 
Rresident, its framers not wishing, in the words of Preuss, a 

Republican Ch'ow'ii Prince.’’ The President does not possess 
the right of veto but he may nevertheless i>lay an important part 

^ President* Ebert was, however, elected by the Assembly of Weimar. 
He was really provisional president. It not being considered wise to proceed 
lo a popular election until it was definitely known what the new boundaries 
of (Germany would be, after the various plebiscites provided for by the 
'treaty of Versailles. In October, 1922, the Reichstag, by a vote of 314 to 
decided to prolo/^g his term until June 30, 1925. There will thus be no 
l>oi)ular election of the president until that time. 
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women a? well as men, at the age of twenty-five. Members are 
not chosen by single districts, but on a general ticket and by the 
proportional system. The election must be held^ on a Sunday 
or a holiday. The Reichstag is elected for four years. It may 
be dissolved by the President but only once for the same cause. 
The Reichstag is the lawmaking body. Legislation may be intro- 
duced into it by any member or, under certain circumstances, 
by the President or by the Reichsrath, but elaborate provisions 
are made for the use, under specified conditions, of the popular 
referendum and initiative in the enactment of legislation. 

Under, the Empire it was the Bundesrath rather than the 
Reichstag that was the real seat of the authority of the Govern- 
ment and of the Prussian leadership. It represented the princes 
of the several states and its powers and influence were much 
more extensive than were those of the Reichstag. Under the 
new constitution the Bundesrath is succeeded by the Reichsrath, 
or National Council, a body which, like the former, represents, 
not the people, but the Governments of the states, or Lander, as 
they are now called, the word state being formally abolished by 
the constitution. In tlie Reichsrath every state shall have at 
least one vote. In the case of the larger states one vote will 
be accorded to every million inhabitants, but no state shall have 
more than two-fifths of the entire membershi]). The object of 
this provision is to prevent Prussia from having a majority, as 
she would be entitled to, if representation according to po})ula- 
tion were rigorously adhered to. However, as a matter of fact, 
she has a larger representation than she enjoyed in the old 
Bundesrath. The new council, like the old, represents, not the 
people of the several states, but their Governments, but these 
respective Governments now depend, not upon princes, as they 
formerly did, but upon local legislatures elected by universal 
suffrage, a most important difference. The Reichsrath is, there- 
fore, indirectly subject to public opinion^. 

Moreover, the powers of the Reichsrath are much inferior to 
those formerly enjoyed by the Bundesrath. It plays a certain 
part in legislation. The Government of the Reich brings its 
bills, in the first instance, before the Reichsrath. If the latter 
accepts them, then they go to the Reichstag. Buf if it rejects 
them, the Government may, nevertheless, lay them before the 
Reichstag, stating at the same time the dissentient views of the 
Reichsrath. The Reichsrath may veto a law j)assed by the 
Reichstag. In that case the law in question •shall be sent back 
to the Reichstag. If the Reichstag reaffirms its vote by a two- 
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thirds majority, the bill becomes a law without the consent of 
the Reichsrath, unless the President within three months submits 
the matter to a popular referendum. On the other hand, if the 
Reichstag reaffirms its position by a mere majority vote the 
bill fails, unless the President orders a referendum. The veto 
possessed by the Reichsrath is, therefore, suspensory, not abso- 
lute. The real seat of legislation is the Reichstag. The Reichs- 
rath is not a co-equal legislative chamber. Laws may be 
enacted without its consent, under the conditions stated. 

The executive head of the state is to be a President chosen by 
the whole German people, women as well as men.^ This strictly 
universal suffrage, indeed, is to prevail not only in national 
elections, but also in state elections. The President, who must 
be at least thirty-five years of age, is chosen for seven years, 
but may be re-elected, how often the constitution docs not say, 
or may be deposed, before the expiration of his term, by a referen- 
dum. Should the referendum, however, result in his favor, it 
is to count as a new election. By a law, passed subsequent to 
the adoption of the constitution, on May 4?, 1920, it is provided 
that the President must be elected, if elected on the first ballot, 
by an absolute majority, but that, if the first ballot shows no 
absolute majority, then a second ballot shall be held in which a 
plurality shall decide. The President has supreme command over 
all the military forces of the nation, hut he is subject to the 
Reichstag in such matters as a declaration of war or a con- 
clusion of j)eace. He may make alliances and other treaties with 
foreign powers, but certain of these require the approval of the 
Reichstag. He has the power to use the armed force of the 
nation to comjiel the individual states to fulfil their obligations 
under the constitution. I nder him are the Chancellor and other 
ministers, who are declared responsible to the Reichstag. Any 
of the ministers may be compelled to resign by an explicit vote 
of that body. ^ 

luilike tiie United’ States, the German Reich has no Vice- 
President, its framers not wishing, in the words of Preuss, a 

Republican Ch’own Prince.^’ The President does not possess 
the right of veto but he may nevertheless play an important part 

1 President* Kbert was, however, elected by the Assembly of Weimar. 
He was really provisional president, it not being considered wise to proceed 
to a po})ulHr election until it wus definitely known what the new boundaries 
of Germany would be, after the various plebiscites provided for by tlie 
Treaty of Versailles. In October, 1922, the Reichstag, by a vote of 314 to 
76, decided to prolong his term until June 30, 1925. There will thus be no 
popular election of the president until that time. 
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in the legislative process. He may to a certain extent delay the 
actual putting into force of a law which has been passed; he 
may in certain cases order a popular referendum before pro- 
mulgating laws ; and he may, with the counter-signature of a 
single minister, dissolve the Reichstag, a provision which gives 
him a very considerable power. 

May not the office of President serve as a loophole for the 
establishment of a dictatorship or the restoration of the mon- 
archy? May it not be considered significant that a proposi- 
tion to exclude from the presidency all members of the former 
ruling families of Germany was voted down by 198 votes to 
141? It is further provided that the President may, in the 
case of civil disorder, act at once upon his own initiative, 
and, without the countersignature of the Chancellor or of 
the Minister of War, may summon the help of tlie armed 
forces,’^ and may, at the same time suspend a number of 
the articles of the constitution which guarantee the liberties 
of the citizen and freedom of speech, writing, and public 
meeting. While he must without delay ” inform the Reichstag 
of these exceptional measures and while the Reichstag may 
demand that they be abandoned, nevertheless it seems more than 
likely that a resolute, reactionary President, bent upon restoring 
monarchy and supported by the army, could easily go as far as 
did Louis Napoleon in Prance in 1851. The German Constitu- 
tion wishes two things at the same time, things which may, 
perhaps, not harmonize wdth each other, namely the parliamen- 
tary system of government and a strong presidency. 

The student should note the further fact that while a president 
of the republic succeeds the former emperor, no local presidents 
have been set up in the place of the deposed kings and dukes and 
princes of the former twenty-two sovereign states. The exec- 
utive powder of the various lands ” is vested in ministers. Thus 
the King of Prussia is not succeeded by a President of Prussia, 
but by a ministry selected by the president of the Prussian 
Chamber, acting in agreement with the leaders of those political 
parties which for the time being form the majority of the 
Chamber. It might be dangerous to confront the. President of 
the Reich with a President of Prussia in the same city, Berlin, 
which is the capital of both. Friction of the most serious sort 
would probably result. 

The subjects on which the central government may legislate 
henceforth are much more numerous than was «he case under the 
former Empire. The fundamental rights and duties of German 
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citizens are set forth and important sections of the constitution 
concern the social life, the economic life, education and schools, 
religion and »religious organizations. Private economic enter- 
prises, for instance, may be socialized,” that is, transferred to 
public ownership, with compensation to the former owners. All 
mineral treasures and all economically useful forces of nature 
are under the control of the nation,” that is, private rights in 
mines, water privileges, and so on may be turned over to the 
nation through legislation. Workmen’s and Economic Councils 
are recognized and are to be built up and their rights and duties 
defined. In this section of the constitution we plainly see the 
influence of Russian sovietism. 

The constitution of the German Empire of April 16, 1871, is 
formally annulled. 

Such are some of the features of the Constitution of Weimar. 
It was not submitted to the people for ratification, but was de- 
clared in force on the day of its publication. 

This constitution really carries the unification of Germany con- 
siderably farther than Bismarck was able to carry it. The 
federal government becomes more important, that of the indi- 
vidual states less important. Indeed, it is significant that the 
expression state ” is entirely eliminated from the constitution 
and that the former German states are now called ‘‘ territories ” 
or ‘‘lands” (I^ander). Under the former constitution Bavaria 
and Wiirtemberg possessed certain special powers in regard to 
military organization. Tliese powers they now lose, the central 
government being given supreme control of all the German forces. 
Greater centralization than before will occur in tlie spheres of 
railroad ownership and control, and of financial administration 
and taxation, aiid there will be a complete unification of the 
postal systems. Bavaria loses her separate postage stamps. 
The stamp collector may consider that part of his task finished, 
as the last Bavarian ^tamp has been issued. 

The constitution of the German Reich was born of circum- 
stances and shows in many of its provisions the direct influence 
of the political and economic crisis which followed upon the 
military defeat. During the war, industry had been brought 
into close su1[)jection to the state; employers and employees alike 
had found tliemselves regulated *and directed and disciplined, and 
also guaranteed certain rights, by outside authorities, whose 
decisions were determined by patriotic and military, not economic 
considerations.^ Vet the operation of the blockade and the 
increasing difficulties of life had aroused some unrest among the 
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laboring* classes which became more acute at the time of the final 
disaster and the Revolution. To meet this crisis, which might 
easily exceed all bounds, the manufacturers of Germany without 
delay sought to effect satisfactory working arrangements with 
the laboring classes. On November le5, 1918, the representatives 
of both groups signed an agreement which recognized that trade 
unions should have the right to take part in determining the 
laboring conditions which should prevail in factories. This 
pact between capital and labor must be worked out in detail in 
order to be effective. 

The idea that working men should be represented in the conduct 
of the establishments in which they work was not new in 1914 
but it became mucli more widespread as a result of the war. 
The old conception that a manufacturer was a master in his 
own house,” able to conduct his busine s as he saw fit, to deter- 
mine above all the conditions of employment, was undermined by 
the war. For the workingmen of Germany the Revolution 
seemed to herald the beginning of a period of great social 
reform. The old authority of the state had disappeared, the 
former rulers were in exile or in hiding. The idea of liberty 
was abroad in the land and seemed to know no limits. Wliat was 
more natural than that those who wmrked in the factories should 
control them? The constitution-makers of Weimar were con- 
fronted by a double necessity, firstly, that of regulating condi- 
tions of labor and of production in the factory itself, and 
secondly, that of modifying, more or less, the prevailing property 
system. They met the former by y)ro\iding for the possible 
establishment of factory councils,” the latter by providing, 
under certain conditions, for the socialization ” of industry. 

Article 165 of the constitution says: ‘‘ Workers and employees 
are entitled to cooperate, in common with the employers and on 
a basis of equality, in regulating wage and work conditions and 
in furthering the general economic develG|)mcnt of productive 
forces. The organizations of either side and their agreements 
shall be recognized.” The article proceeds to announce the 
creation of an entire hierarchy of workingmen’s councils, from 
the council in the individual factory to councils including a 
district or a province, the whole to be capped by*" a National 
Economic Council in which representatives of tlie workingmen 
shall sit together with representatives of the employers, to con- 
sider economic questions. Drafts of bills on social and economic 
questions which are of fundamental importarice must be sub- 
mitted by the Government of the Reich to the National Economic 
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Council before being introduced into the Reichstag, and the 
Council itself is entitled to initiate such bills. 

One of the lideas at the bottom of this article is that of the 
need of a separate parliament for economic matters side by side 
with the ordinary parliament for political affairs. The func- 
tions of the state, it is held, have so enormously increased during 
the last generation or two tliat a single parliament is not able 
to discharge them all. A very large number of those functions 
are economic and ought to be discharged, not by ordinary politi- 
cians, who are overworked and moreover arc generally quite 
ignorant of economic processes and problems. The machinery 
of the modern state is inadequate to its tasks. To fulfil the 
general economic functions which have devolved upon it new 
institutions are needed, a new economic constitution quite as 
important as the political constitution, probably more important. 

The attempt to carry out the principles involved in this clause 
has met with great and systematic opposition. Article 165, 
which in the opinion of many contains much of the future, 
remains as yet largely a prophecy, if prophecy it be. The plan 
is still but a sketcli. The individual factory councils have been 
created by a law passed in 1920. Established in factories 
employing twenty or more workmen, they represent the economic 
interests of the employees in their relations with the employer. 
These factory councils are elected by the workers themselves, 
male or female, of eighteen years of age or over. They have 
two main functions ; a certain riglit of intervention in the hiring 
and dismissal of workmen, and the right to express opinion con- 
cerning questions of jiroduction, such as the purchase of raw 
materials, new machines and other equipment. But the councils 
arc not given any rights of formal control, it being feared that 
the^’^ would become too powerful. After all they are hardly more 
than consultative bodies. But their creation recognizes, in a 
halting and restricted way, the demand of the laboring classes 
for a voice in the management of the factories in which they 
work. They are more important for the principle involved than 
for their actual achievement. Yet it is quite evident that the 
rights of labor have been extended by this legislation. “ Where 
factory councils are in existence,’’ says a recent writer, arbi- 
trary conduct on the part of tlie employer in regard to matters 
fundamentally affecting conditions of labor is rendered impossible, 
and the legal position of the worker in the industry is firmly 
established, lyglits hitherto exercised by the employer without 
any restriction — such as, for instance, the right to issue factory 
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regulations, to fix penalties and to give notice of dismissal at 
will — have been limited. The worker’s sense of his own person- 
ality has been raised. But, above all, the worker’s sphere of 
influence has been extended to a province from which he was 
hitherto excluded. This province is the conduct of the business. 
It is true that the powers of the factory council in this sphere are 
not so far-reaching as in the sphere of the regulation of con- 
ditions of work. The actual right to a voice in business decisions 
has nowhere been conceded to the factory council. The employer, 
however, is obliged to answer questions put to him with regard 
to these matters ; he must discuss them and must lay facts and 
figures before the council.” 

Article 165 provides not only for Factory Councils but also 
for District Councils and for a National Economic Council. 
In 1921 the District Councils were in process of preparation. 
The National Economic Council was established in June, 1920. 
Its role is an ungrateful one, that of presenting opinions to the 
Government or to the Reichstag. It has no power of action. 
It is a consultative, not a legislative body. 

The Constitution of Weimar also makes another promise to 
the working classes, that of socialization (Article 156), namely, 
the transference to public ownership of “ private businesses 
suitable for socialization.” The movement for socialization 
reached its zenith during the period of the Revolution and suc- 
ceeded in securing this recognition in the constitution, but its 
success has not gone beyond that. Attempts to translate the 
verbal promise into acts have failed, bitterly opposed, as they 
have been thus far, by manufacturers and business men. More- 
over, Socialists themselves are more or less uncertain as to the 
practical application of socialization. 'l"he very meaning of 
the word has been endlessly discussed and analyzed. Kautsky, 
one of the leaders of the pure Marxians, has warned reformers 
against being in too much of a hurry. Socialist leaders under- 
stand that the revolution involved in the word socialization must 
necessarily be slow and must proceed step by step, that it cannot 
be consummated all at once. Nevertheless, the word itself is 
popular and has seized the imagination of the working classes. 
The Government has been forced to ap{)oint committees to 
investigate the subject and to prepare plans. But nothing has 
thus far been accomplished. The question of socialization still 
remains in its theoretical stage, has not yet emerged into the 
realm of the practical. Discussion rages between capital and 
labor over the merits and the possibilities of the scheme, but thus 
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far no legislation undermining the existing system of private 
production has been passed. Big business is violently opposed 
to all projects of the sort and the power of big business has 
increased enormously in Germany since the Revolution of 1918. 
The advocates of socialization, blocked at every stage, are tend- 
ing to concentrate their demand upon a few industries, and par- 
ticularly upon one, that of coal-mining. The general instability 
of the political and economic situation of Germany is little con- 
ducive to fundamental and problematical changes. 

CHANGES IN GERMANY 

But the Germany of 1923 is not the same as the Germany of 
1918, and is even less like that of 1914. Great changes have 
taken place, some of which are obvious and striking, while others 
are more or less obscure, complex, and difficult to characterize. 
The Old Regime has been abolished. Twenty-two princes have 
lost their crowns. The army has been reduced, it appears, to 
about a hundred thousand men, and the army officers do not 
at present })lay as conspicuoufts and important a role as they 
formerly did. The navy was surrendered at the end of the war, 
or rather was sunk by the Germans in order to prevent its 
surrender. The mercantile fleet is much smaller than it was 
although it is being rapidly rebuilt. While the office-holding 
class, the famous bureaucracy, has continued on the whole 
unaltered, and remains largely typical of the social groups 
it has hitherto represented, namely, the nobility and the 
more conservative members of the middle class, nevertheless 
democratic influences are filtering in and are gradually alter- 
ing the tone and tendency of the administration. There 
has been no violent or sweeping change, yet new influences are 
beginning to show their effect. The revolution of 1918 was 
only a half-revolutioif. It did not even sweep aside the men and 
the parties that were responsible for the colossal calamities of 
the war. The judges of the courts, the diplomats, the professors 
of the universities for tlie most part remained in office and 
preserved the same ways of thinking as before, remained as 
always, adherents of the Em])ire, supporters of reaction. Dis- 
turbances, strikes, deeds of violence tend to become less frequent 
after several years of unrest. As no political party possesses 
a majority either in the Reichstag or in most of the local legis- 
latures the government is carried on by coalitions whose con- 
stituent elements change from time to time. The various parties, 
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those of the right and those of the left, tend to neutralize each 
other, and the political education of the German people, so long 
delayed and so narrowly restricted, is now being, bought at a 
heavy price and under difficult conditions. “ The lack of political 
education contributed to the downfall of Germany,” said a 
minister of foreign affairs recently. 

Within the economic sphere the same opposition of interests, 
the same struggle of contradictory forces for supremacy, show 
themselves. Unlike what has happened in certain other countries, 
the German Revolution has not appreciably changed the organ- 
ization of German agriculture. There has been no new distribu- 
tion of agrarian property. Large estates have not been cut 
up into small. Naturally the large landowners have no desire 
to see their power reduced and they are aided in an unexpected 
quarter in their resistance to change. The Socialist trade- 
unionists agree with them in opposing a further extension of 
petty proprietorship, thinking that their ideal of the socializa- 
tion of the land will be more easily attainable if the land remains 
under the control of big landowners and is not divided up among 
the peasants, who are most recalcitrant to all ideas of socializa- 
tion, most obstinately attached to the idea of private property. 
But while there has been no agrarian revolution, German agricul- 
ture no longer yields the same returns as before the war, one 
reason being the high cost of fertilizers, another being the lack 
of labor. The 300,000 Poles, the 100,000 Ruthenians who, 
before 1914, used to come to harvest the German crops, no 
longer come. Germany has also lost the rich j)lains of Poland. 
The situation is serious, therefore, for a country which, even 
before the war, was very far from self-supporting. 

In the industrial sphere we observe a remarkable development 
in two directions since the armistice, namely an extraordinary 
growth of colossal industrial combinations, and a rapid extension 
of trade unionism. The concentration of industry in Germany 
had proceeded far before the war, but since its close it has gone 
much farther. Captains ” of industry have become veritable 
generals and marshals of industry, so vast and swift and 
incredible has been their increase of power. At the very moment 
when the old feudal nobility ^vas swept from its posts of influence, 
a new financial aristocracy leaped into its place, and is the 
dominating force in Germany to-day. l^he new trust magnates 
have carried their audacity and imagination and organizing 
ability to unheard-of limits. The so-called vertical ” trust has 
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supplanted, or rather has absorbed, the previous horizontal ” 
trust and is far more inclusive and wide-reaching. 

This significant and mighty movement has thus far embodied 
itself in its most sensational and striking form in the person of 
Hugo Stinnes, a man who was born at Mulheim on the Ruhr in 
1870 and who has won encomiums and denunciations in pro- 
fusion by his astonishing activities since the close of the war. 

Never have such power, capital, boldness and enterprise been 
concentrated in one German. To the Socialist he is a Satan 
wdio desires to ‘ Stinnesizc ’ the whole nation; to the Pan-German 
he is a Messiah, sent to avenge and save Germany.” Such is 
Maximilien Harden’s characterization of the man. Others have 
called him the ‘‘ Bismarck of the new regime,” “ Germany’s new 
business Kaiser,” the man who grabs everything in sight,” 
‘‘ the man who controls Germany’s destiny.” Germania^ the 
organ of the Catholic Center party, has called him an ebon- 
bearded “ Assyrian tyrant.” He is the great exponent of that 
system of industrial organization known as the vertical trust. 
This is a kind of mammoth trust of trusts. The predecessor of 
this form was the horizontal ” trust, namely, the union of the 
plants and concerns engaged in the same kind of production, the 
purpose of the combination being the elimination of competition, 
the establishment of monopoly within a single field, such as the 
steel or the coal industry. The vertical trust, however, seeks 
to consolidate not only those industries wdiich produce the raw' 
materials such as coal or iron but all those industries wdiich are 
based on these and which progressively transform tliein into the 
most, varied finished products. All the stages of production from 
the extraction of tlie mineral from the soil to the delivery to the 
ultimate consumer of the completed article are controlled by 
the same comprehensive organization. Fuel is the basis of the 
system. Once that is assured all the other industries are built 
upon that foundation. Thus mining, smelting and metal indus- 
tries, chemical and electrical industries, agriculture and all those 
agencies of transportation and sale, such as railroads, steam- 
ship lines, wharves, warehouses, hotels, all are brought within 
the same comprehensive owmership and management. Paper 
mills, pulp Inills, printing firms are also included in the same 
combination since advertising is necessary and since newspapers 
arc desirable in order that political ])ressure may be brought to 
bear upon legislative bodies, that public opinion favorable to the 
combination may^be created, and that the trusts’ view's on labor 
questions may 1)e presented to the public , A list of the concerns 
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included in the Stinnes trust is bewilderingly long and varied. 
The influence of this consortium is enormous with its seven or 
eight hundred thousand workmen, and its colossal capital. 
With the sixty or more papers which it is said to own it exer- 
cises a widespread political influence and that influence is used 
in favor of conservative classes and causes, monarcliist claims 
and aspirations, high finance, big business, and against the masses 
and the workingmen. Stinnes is a dominating force in the 
German People’s Party, whose concern for the people is limited 
to the exploitation of the name. He is a factor which must be 
reckoned with by the Government at every stage. He completes 
the cycle of his activities by being a member of the Reichstag and 
of the National Economic Council from w^hich so much was 
hoped by liberals and from w’hich so little has thus far come. As 
a member of the latter body he has been instrumental in defeating 
the socialization of German industries and mines. 

It is, perhaps,” says a recent writer, “ one of the greatest 
tragedies of the war that the masses of defeated Germany, after 
having freed themselves politically, should now have come under 
the economic control of a few men like Stinnes. Nor could a 
stranger paradox be conceived than this — one man emerging 
from a vanquished country as the w^orld’s greatest war-profiteer 
and thus named ‘ the man for whom the war has been fought.’ ” * 

It was early in the war that Stinnes entered the political 
field,” says this same writer. “ During the occupation of 
Belgium and Northern France, he was frequently called to the 
General Headquarters as an economic adviser. His advice was 
in support of the policy of stripy>ing Belgium of her factories, 
machinery and raw material. Stinnes was responsible also for 
the deportation of Belgian w^orkers to be used to increase the 
output of munitions in Germany. And it was the hand of Stinnes 
that demolished the factories and coal-mines of Northern 
France.” ^ 

The Stinnes trust is not the only one. There are several other 
gigantic combinations which are in full process of development 
and prosperity and which employ hundreds of thousands of 
workingmen. The industrial concentration represented by them 
has reached an extraordinary pitch and is the most cnaracteristic 
feature of the economic life of contemporary Germany. Walter 
Rathenau, himself a big industrial, declared that Germany 
was in process of being divided up into a dozen ‘‘ industrial 
duchies over which a few sovereign potentates may exercise their 
1 Atlantic Monthly, April, 1922, p. 547, 
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tyranny.” A few combinations, organized monarchically, domi- 
nate the economic life of Germany. And these few magnates, in 
whom the industry of contemporary Germany is incarnated, are 
not content with controlling merely the economic life of their 
country. They seek to control its political life as well and, at 
the same time, they seek to escape from the control of the state. 
And they are branching out into other countries, buying mines 
or factories or forests or newspapers in Austria, Italy, Czecho- 
slovakia, Argentina, and casting their e3^es on the immense sup- 
plies of raw materials of Russia. Thus they have become factors 
in the internal life of other countries and in. international affairs. 

Thus the })ower of capitalism has vastly expanded and in- 
creased in Germany at the very moment when for the first time 
the Socialists have seemed about to attain the goal toward which 
they had long been striving. And yet many Socialists, far from 
being discouraged by the emergence of this bitterly hostile 
opponent, seem to entertain the traditional belief of their party 
that this super-capitalism ” will render all the easier the over- 
throw of the system of private property, and that increasing 
industrial concentration will but hasten the advent of the 
Socialist state. 

While the most important aspect of the economic life of 
Germany since the war is this mighty concentration of capital 
within the hands of a few uncrowned kings, the veritable suc- 
cessors in power of those who have lost their crowns, there is 
another as[)cct which should be mentioned and which has an 
opposite tendency. The war caused an immense development of 
the trade unions of Germany, and the crisis of uncertainty that 
succeeded has driven into them increasing numbers of workmen 
who have sought through them protection against the dangers 
that threatened from a capitalist class stronger than ever and 
subject to slight restraint, now that the state, wldcli had 
hitherto given rnuclip thought to the welfare of the working 
classes, was weakened by the Revolution. Their membership has 
grown with surprising rapidity. They have become a political 
as well as an economic power, and constitute a well-organized 
element in the political situation. Rejecting, at least for the 
time being, *all radical or extreme programmes, such as the 
expropriation of the capitalists, they have tried to assure the 
close co-operation of capital and labor, not the overthrow of 
the existing social order. Their policy has been one of 
moderate refo^mn Resisting the temptation to try revolu- 
tionary experiments, they have sought to extend their rights 
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and particularly to win for the laboring class a larger 
share in the control and profits of industry. They have 
become a political power, tending to eclipse that of the political 
parties. It was the trade unions, and not the Government, which 
was a fugitive, that brought the Kapp-Liittwitz attempted coup 
d'etat to a speedy and inglorious end by ordering a general 
strike and it was they who issued an ultimatum to the Govern- 
ment at that time, demanding the acceptance of eight points ” 
before they would terminate the strike, these points constituting 
a veritable programme aiming at the socialization of big indus- 
tries, and the democratization of the army and the civil service. 
This programme is bitterly opposed by the conservative parties, 
but remains in the eyes of the trade unionists a statement of 
their minimum demands. 

The trade unionists constitute one of the chief supports of the 
new regime in Germany as, speaking generally, the big business 
men are supporters of the old, potential supporters at least, 
even if not for the moment actively reactionary. They have 
rendered great services to the republic by collaborating with the 
Government in questions of domestic and even foreign politics. 
Some of their members have participated as experts in the 
various conferences to which Germany has been invited. They 
take an active part in the social legislation of the Reich. Many 
of their leaders have risen to high position in the state, Ebert 
to the presidency, Bauer and Miiller to the chancellorship, Steger- 
wald to the premiership of Prussia. 

The trade unions have stoutly resisted the attempts made by 
the Bolsheviks to win them over to the faith of Moscow. They 
have steadily rejected Communism, or “ Asiatic ” Socialism, as 
it has been called. Indeed the fear of Bolshevism has been one 
of the reasons for the rapid development of the unions. 

The trade union movement has spread beyond the limits of the 
so-called laboring classes and has won a l& rge following among 
the new proletariat produced by the war, namely, tlie employees 
and office holders who belong to the middle class, but who have 
felt the economic reactions of the war, the high cost of living and 
the insufficient salaries, even more keenly than have the manual 
laborers. 

Whether the tendency represented by the trade unions or that 
represented by the trust-building capitalists will win control of 
Germany is one of the absorbing issues of to-day. And the fate 
of the republic will largely depend upon the outlcopie. If neither 
force should gain a clear predominance, if each should partially 
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neutralize the other, the uncertainty and instability which have 
characterized the recent past would continue in the future. At 
the moment .these lines are being written there can be little doubt 
that capitalism is more powerful than labor, — yet not powerful 
enough to ignore it. 

Germany’s foreign relations are determined by the provisions 
of the Treaty of Versailles. Some of the obligations imposed 
upon her by that treaty have been discharged; others have been 
the cause of contention and negotiation between her and the Allies, 
particularly those concerning reparations. A long series of con- 
ferences at Spa, Paris, I^ondon, Boulogne and other places has 
been held since the summer of 1919 to consider ways and means of 
carrying out the stipulations of the Treaty. There is a strong 
party in Germany which preaches resistance to the Treaty, de- 
nounces it as pitiless and preposterous in its demands, insists 
upon its complete revision, revision not only of its financial but of 
its territorial and military clauses. This party seizes every oc- 
casion offered by passing events to arouse and envenom popular 
opinion against the late Allies, particularly against France. It 
probably does not hope to be able to reopen the discussion by 
force of arms, knowing full well the comparative weakness of Ger- 
many for the time being. But there is a chance of discrediting the 
Republic, held responsible for the odious peace, and, by dis- 
crediting the Republic, the way for the restoration of the 
monarchy would be made easier, and, with the monarchy restored, 
other consequences of the defeat might be obliterated and the 
old prestige and power regained. The revision of the treaty 
has become the fixed demand of public opinion, so strong that 
even those who favor a policy of reconciliation with the con- 
querors, who favor frankly recognizing Germany’s responsibilities 
and her duty to expiate her mistakes, are unable to go as far 
as they would like to for fear of being accused of lack of 
patriotism. In th(f hope of breaking the treaty, Germany has 
tried to get the support of this state or that, England, Italy, 
the United States, against the others, but thus far in vain. 
More and more she has been looking toward Russia as furnishing 
the most Ijkely ally and as offering the most inviting openings 
for her commerce,* her industries, her workmen, her engineers. 
The Russian Alliance looms larger and larger in the public mind. 
Merchants and manufacturers see markets and profits in it, 
whereas military and political reactionaries see the creation of 
a means of ukiraately extinguishing Poland, odious to both classes 
alike. 
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The boundaries of the new Germany have gradually been deter- 
mined by the plebiscites provided by the Treaty of Versailles for 
various doubtful areas. The carrying out of tin treaty in 
the circles of Eupen and Malmedy has resulted in the transfer 
of those places to Belgium. The plebiscites in the two zones of 
Schleswig showed the northern zone as overwhelmingly in favor 
of incorporation in Denmark, the southern as equally in favor 
of remaining in Germany. The two consultations of the people 
of certain sections of East Prussia, the Allenstcin and Marien- 
werder regions, have resulted in favor of Prussia. The dis- 
position of Upper Silesia will be described in a later chapter. 
Suffice it to say here that that territor}^ has been divided between 
Germany and Poland. 


FOREIGN POLICY 

In the domain of foreign policy one of the significant acts of 
the German Republic since the Conference of Paris was the 
signing on Easter Sunday, April 12, 1922, at Rapallo, near 
Genoa, of a separate treaty with Russia. The treaty provides 
not only for that legal recognition of the Soviet Government 
which the present Russian autliorities have been eager to obtain 
from the nations which have been indisposed to accord it, but 
it provides also for the renunciation by both parties of all public 
and private claims against each other arising out of the war. 
Thus all indemnity claims, as well as pre-war debts, are recipro- 
cally cancelled, and the German government and German nation- 
als abandon all demands for the compensation or restoration of 
German property confiscated or nationalized ” by the Soviet 
Government, — this on condition that “the Soviet Government 
shall not satisfy similar claims made by any third state.” Con- 
sular and diplomatic relations are to be immediately resumed and 
the economic needs of the two countries are \o be treated “ with 
reciprocal feelings of good will.” Each Government agrees to 
give the other “ most-favored-nation ” privileges. 

The announcement that the two most populous states in 
Europe, each of which was hostile to the arrangements laid down 
in the various treaties concluded at Paris, had come together in 
a formal agreement, inspired considerable apprehension and 
alarm among other nations, which were not allayed by the declara- 
tion of the authors of the Treaty of Rapallo that it was an 
economic agreement, and nothing more. What assurance was 
there that there were no secret clauses; what reason to believe 
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that this was not merely the first step in the building up of a 
Russo-German military alliance, “ a hungry Russia,” in Lloyd 
George^s wo^rds, equipped by an angry Germany,” and both 
bent upon revenge? 

It is hardly necessary to say that this action of Germany and 
Russia has not facilitated the work of those who have been 
striving for a general reconciliation of the nations of Europe, 
It has but confirmed the worst fears and suspicions of the French 
that to sup with these two powers they will need a long spoon, 
that the old Rismarckian methods still dominate the diplomacy 
of the German Reich. It is too early to say what the reper- 
cussions of this treaty will ultimately be, but it can be safely 
prophesied that the relations of Germany and Russia will be 
attentively watched for many years by a skeptical and disillu- 
sioned world. 

Not only is the political situation in the new German Republic 
uncertain and precarious but the financial condition of the 
country is alarinitig. Her industries are active, there is little, 
if any, unemployment, and her captains of industry are heaping 
up great fortunes and acquiring unprecedented power. Her 
territory was not invaded during the war, her farms and mines 
and factories were not destroyed or devastated, as were those of 
France. As a French writer has said “ not a German window- 
frame was shattered ” by tlie enemy. Her ])eople were taxed far 
less during the w^ar than were the people of England, France, or 
Italy. Yet while there arc abundant evidences of private pros- 
perity, while the dividends of lier stock companies are large and 
often astounding, the Government is poor and is unable to meet 
its current obligations, and a government of slender financial 
resources is a weak government, a ready prey of her enemies. 
Germany has paid but a slight fraction of what she owes her 
enemies on reparations and in August, 1922, she confvssed that 
she was unable to pay any more and asked for a moratorium for 
several years. The root of her difficulty is not the burden laid 
upon lier by the Treaty of Versailles but lier own financial reck- 
lessness. She has followed a policy of wild inflation of her cur- 
rency by enormous and rapidly increasing issues of paper money. 
At the time of the armistice, November, 1918, seventeen billion of 
paper marks irredeemable in coin were in circulation. By the 
end of 1919 this paper circulation had increased to 35 billion, by 
the end of 1920 to 68 billion, by the end of 1921 to 113 billion, 
and by July,^l£R22, to 169 billion. In 1914« a dollar would pur- 
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chase four German marks, in October, 1922, it would . purchase 
between two and three thousand. 

The responsibility for this policy must be shared by both the 
Imperial and the Republican regimes. While England and France 
imposed new and heavy taxes upon their citizens during the war, 
and raised enormous loans, to meet the war expenditure, Germany 
took a different course. Her Secretary of the Treasury declared 
that the Allies would ultimately be forced to pay all the war 
expenses of the Central Powers. Therefore why bother the 
German citizen with such unpleasant burdens. Only in the 
latter part of the war, when the outlook did not seem quite so 
rosy, did the German government introduce a system of taxation 
and loans, and then only on a very limited scale. jMcanwhile it 
paid its war expenses with paper money. After the war England 
and France began to reduce their paper money circulation. 
Germany did. the contrary, increasing hers, with some restraint 
at first, and then by leaps and bounds. Since 1910 the paper 
currency of France has been reduced 11 per cent.; that of 
Germany has been increased by over 170 per cent. (September, 
1922). What the end will be, let him tell who can.^ At least 
it can be said that such procedure is not conducive to economic 
health. 

POLITICAL PARTIES 

The Revolution of 1918 brought about a consideralde change 
in the political parties of Germany, effecting the fusion of some, 
the disruption of others, and modifying to some extent their 
programmes and particularly prompting them to assume more 
popular names. Thus the former parties of the Right, the Con- 
servatives and Free Conservatives, reap[)eared, after a brief 
eclipse, as the German National Party. This party consists of 
men whose policy had contributed greatly to the outbreak of the 
war, men who had done their part in pushing Germany toward 
the abyss. Ldtra-annexationists during the war, they were 
sternly opposed to all talk of peace. Advocates of unrestricted 
submarine Tvarfare, they had provoked the intervention of 
America. They have learned no useful lesson from the war and 
among their leaders is Helfferich who said that the Germans 
would know how to make the conquered people drag for years 
and years the ball and chain of the billions of war indemnity ” 
which they would exact. Another is Herght who had said that 

’ These facts are taken from an article by A. D. Noyys in Scribner\s 
Monthly for September, 1922. 
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the United States could not land three soldiers upon the soil 
of Europe.” 

The Gernjan National Party is the chief center of reaction in 
the German Reich. It is the representative of the old regime 
in the new Germany. It aims to restore the monarchy and the 
former military and political power of Germany. It is bitterly 
opposed to democracy, to socialism in any of its forms, to the 
republican regime, to the Jews. It denounces the French and 
the Treaty of Versailles unceasing!}^ and is resolutely opposed 
to those Germans who recommend a conciliatory foreign policy, 
hurling at all such the abusive term of the French party,” 
that is, virtually traitors to the Fatherland. It has fought 
desperately against disarmament; it seeks in every way to prepare 
the military rehabilitation of Germany, to stimulate the deter- 
mination to recover the lost provinces, particularly Upper 
Silesia and Alsace-Lorraine. This party has been increasingly 
successful in the elections. It includes the great landed pro- 
prietors, the officials of the old regime wlio have lost their posi- 
tions, many prominent capitalists, the university w^orld very 
largely, both faculties and students, and the peasants who are 
traditionally conservative and opposed to all collectivist theories. 
Marshal Hindenburg is the hero of this party. The Pan-German 
League is continuing in connection with this party the same 
propaganda it has been pushing for thirty years. The old 
German imperialism is not dead but is represented in a very 
lively form by the German Nationals. Should they ever become 
a majority party the peace of Europe would be menaced. 

Another party is the German People’s Party, or the Populists, 
as its members are sometimes called, — the successor, in the main, 
of the former National Liberals of the Empire. This is the 
party of “ big business,” of the upper bourgeoisie, of the great 
capitalists and captains of industry. It is the equal, perhaps 
the superior, in influence, of the German National party. Like 
the latter it is monarchical and nationalistic, is opposed to the 
republican constitution of Weimar, dwells wdllingly upon the 
merits of the Hohenzollerns and of Prussian militarism. But 
it differs from the German National party, not so much in prin- 
ciple as in* practice. Its main interest is the economic restora- 
tion and expansion of Germany as that of the German Nationals 
is the military and political restoration of the old regime. Its 
leaders — and foremost among them is Stinnes — are men of 
great capacity *and energy, men of limitless ambition, who have 
definite aims, but know how to compromise with situations and 
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with other parties, if something definite is thereby to be gained. 
While the German Nationals really desire revenge, the Populists 
would be content with wealth and economic power. ^ The latter 
are not the stiff reactionaries that the former are, but arc supple, 
adaptable, practical, hard-headed business men. They might 
become sincere republicans — if they could themselves control 
the republic. 

These two parties arc clearly parties of the Right as the 
Socialist parties are of the Left. Between the groups are two 
parties not as clearly defined, with points of contact with both 
Right and Left. One of these is the Democratic party, largely 
descendant from the old Progressive party, with some of the more 
advanced National Liberals. It is a party of tlic bourgeois, 
which is opposed to handing over the fate of Germany to the 
devotees of the old regime, or to the Socialists, alone. It is com- 
posed of dissimilar elements which find it difficult to agree upon 
a common programme, the more conservative wing not essentially 
differing from the People’s party, the more advanced wing more 
radical than many of the Majority Socialists. The party has 
lost ground in the recent elections, probably because of this lack 
of definiteness in programme. It contains men who are convinced 
and thorough-going republicans, along with men who liave rallied 
to the republic but who regret the fall of the Empire. It counts 
in its ranks such men as Siemens, tlie great industrialist, Bern- 
storff and Brockdorff-Rantzau, former diplomats, Dernburg 
and Hugo Preus>. Frederich Naumann and Walter Rathenau, 
now dead, were members of this })arty. Among its conspicuous 
journalists are Theodor Wolff and George Bernhard. 

The other moderate party is the former Center ]:)arty which 
as a result of the Revolution changed its name to that of the 
Christian People’s party. The new label has not taken, however, 
and the old is the one in use. It is the Catholic party, and it 
contains tlie most diverse elements, noblemer^ merchants, liava- 
rian and Rhenish peasants, Westphalian miners, [^reserving 
essential unity in the defense of the interests of the Church, its 
attitude toward economic and social and many ]n)litical (jues- 
tions is less clean-cut, more uncertain. It seeks to hold its con- 
servative and its democratic elements together but tue team is 
frequently restive, wishing to go in different directions. Repre- 
senting very divergent social classes and points of view, it is, 
as it has always been, an opportunist party, tacking now in this 
direction, now in that. Commanding a large n‘unri,ber of votes, 
its aid is sought by the parties of the Riglit and the parties of 
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the Left. It has in the main thus far supported the Republic, 
but should the people show a tendency to turn toward the con- 
servative and reactionary parties, it would, it is quite safe to 
saj^ make a new adjustment. Among its prominent leaders in 
recent years was Erzberger, a strong and active democrat, 
bitterly hated by tlie Nationalists and assassinated by them in 
August, 1921. Joseph Wirth, who became Chancellor in May, 
1921, belongs to the Center party. 

Such then are the chief conservative and moderate parties of 
contemporary Germany. The parties of the Left are the Social- 
ists, divided into the two main groups, the Majority and the 
Independant Socialists, and into two or three small ones. These 
have already been described. Sometimes working together, 
sometimes apart, the Socialists are the main support of the 
present regime, the only parties of whose devotion to the Republic 
one can speak with certitude. They have shown themselves from 
the beginning convinced republicans and adversaries of the mili- 
tarist empire, while the bourgeois parties are impregnated with 
a monarchical spirit and with monarchical traditions. 

As no })arty has a majority among tlie voters or in the Reich- 
stag the ministry must always re])resent a coalition and a 
coalition is generally of weak vitality. The party system of 
present-day Germany rests in most unstable ecjuilibrium. The 
Cuno ministry wliich succeeded the ministry of Wirth at the 
close of 1922 proved as short lived as had its predecessors, re- 
signing on August 12, 1923, and being succeeded by a ministry 
under Stresemann, su{)])orted by the leading bourgeois and 
Socialist parties. 

The Majority and Independent Socialists have latterly effected 
a kind of union, how durable time alone will show. They are now 
generally known as the United Socialists. The extreme Socialists 
or Communists stand apart. 



CHAPTER XXXIX 

THE REPUBLIC OF CZECHO-ST.OVAKIA 


The close of the World War was signalized by events of the 
most sensational and far-reaching character. Those nations 
which had, with such incredible lightness of heart, appealed in 
1914! to the arbitrament of arms as offering the surest and swift- 
est way to the realization of their ambitions were now compelled 
to recognize tliat they had woefully misread their horoscopes. 
The baseless fabric of their vision vanislied into air, into thin 
air. In contrast to the hoj)es and purposes they had entertained 
the actual situation in the autumn of 1918 was a hideous, grinning 
mockery. The smiles of fortune now gave wa^^ to her frowns 
and tlie way of the transgressor was seen to be sometimes alto- 
gether hard. 

It would require a volume adequately to appraise the conse- 
quences of the war, but in October and November, 1918, the liand- 
writing on the wall was visible from afar and was legible enougli 
for all concerned. It announced the doom of the great adventure 
and the arrival of the day of reckoning. For none was the 
reckoning as severe as for Austria, whose ultimatum to Serbia in 
1914 had set the monstrous conflagration. For her allies, 
Turkey, Bulgaria, and Germany the issue of the conflict meant 
defeat; for the Dual Monarchy it meant annihilation. The 
Grand Turk was destined to lose a considerable part of his 
spacious domains ; the petty prince Avho had ])om})Ously called 
himself the Tsar of All the Bulgars was to see his pretentions 
wither and his throne become untenable ; G6Vmany was to undergo 
a startling political revolution involving the disappearance of 
twenty-two sovereigns, big and little, and involving much else. 
But however heavily adversity, born of defeat, might weigh upon 
these states, at least their separate statehood waj< to continue. 
No so that of Austria-Hungary. The Ottoman Empire, the 
Kingdom of Bulgaria, the German Reich were still to appear, 
however altered, upon the map of Pmrope. But the Austro- 
Hungarian monarchy was to disappear utterly. 

The reasons for the collapse of this great empire, the oldest 
and the proudest in Europe, were numerous. Many nations have 
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in the past experienced grievous defeat without, in conse- 
quence, completely disintegrating into their primitive elements, 
and the reason has been because those elements have in 
the course of time become fused and have gained the 
strength of fusion. This process had never taken place in the 
case of Austria-Hungary. Austria was not a nation, it was 
only a dynasty resting upon an aristocracy, a bureaucracy, an 
army, and a church. And that dynasty had adhered for cen- 
turies to a principle of government which was the very negation 
of sound statesmanship. It had sought to rule by playing oflf 
its motley peoples, with their racial and linguistic and historic 
differences, against each otlier, by encouraging the spirit of dis- 
sension to such an extent that the various rivalries would neutral- 
ize and nullify each other. Divide in order that you may rule, 
such was the dangerous motto of the House of Hapsburg. The 
Emperor Francis I, contemporary of Napoleon and Metternich, 
had expressed this jejune political philosophy succinctly when he 
said, observing how beautifully his different peoples detested one 
another; ‘‘From their antipathies springs order, and from their 
mutual hatred the general peace.” For a long time this easy 
method worked to the satisfaction of its sponsors. But after all 
the surest way to disrupt an empire is to stimulate the disruptive 
forces within it. Then when the moment of strain and stress 
arrives those forces will show their power. It is the most serious 
charge that can be brought against the intelligence and the 
morality of the House of Hapsburg that, for generation after 
generation, its representatives, instead of acting as peace- 
makers among its discordant races, acted rather as disturbers 
of the peace, and deliberately and systematically fanned the 
flames, ])ittifig nationality against nationality, race against race, 
in unholy indifference to the fundamental iniquity of such pro- 
cedure and to its arrant unwisdom. With rare unreason all the 
elements of eventual (♦isaster, all the dynamite that lies in hate, 
were hea])cd up about the existing regime, waiting only for the 
moment of explosion. 

The Hapsburg princes might, by a policy of fair play, by 
assuring life,^liberty and the ])ursuit of happiness to their several 
nationalities, by introducing a real federal state organization 
with large spheres of local self-government reserved for the 
separate units, have evoked such a thing as a common patriotism, 
a common loyalty, based upon general contentment and well- 
being. But tikis was never their thought nor their endeavor. 
Systematic oppression of the Slavic and Latin peoples under 
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their sway, in the interest of two privileged races, the Germans 
and the Magyars, such had been their pleasure. The races that 
were opposed to this German-Magyar rule became naturally and 
inevitably the enemies of the Hapsburg monarchy. The mem- 
ories of indignities and injustices endured were kept alive and 
vivid by repeated acts of arbitrary power. 

To these peoples came, in August 191 4, sudden war, a war 
manifestly designed among other things to crush the Slavs of 
Serbia and thus put an end to the troublesome aspirations of 
the Slavs within Austria-Hungar 3 ^, thereby consolidating for an 
indefinite future the system in vogue since 1867. The war had 
effects quite contrary to tliose intended. Instead of consolidating 
the Dual Monarchy it rendered possible, and it hurried along, 
its internal decomposition, until, at the end of four years, the 
proud state lay in utter ruin. No common patriotism was 
evoked by the war because no common patriotism existed in 
the hearts of the dissimilar and discordant peoples which had 
historically been brought together under the Hapsburg scepter, 
because the Hapsburg policy had not been of a character to 
create it. Indeed, most of the Slavs of the empire were indignant 
at being compelled to figlit in a cause of which they disapproved, 
to fight fellow-Slavs in the interest of Germans and Magyars. 
Austria was plunged into war without her peoples or their 
representatives being in any w^ay consulted. The Austrian 
Reichsrat had been prorogued in March, 1914, and was not con- 
vened again until May 30, 1917. The Hungarian parliament, 
however, was in session at the outbreak of the war, and enthusi- 
astically approved the policy of the Government but the 
Hungarian parliament represented only the dominant race of 
Hungary, the Magyars. The resentment of the * Slavs, par- 
ticularly of the Czechs, expressed itself during the war in w4iole- 
sale desertions to the Russians and the Serbs. It has been 
estimated that over 30,000 Czechs deserk^d to the Serbs, that 
about 300,000 surrendered voluntarily to the Russians, perhaps 
30,000 to the Italians. The Austrian government was naturally 
led by this alarming and dangerous disaffection to the adoption 
of vigorous methods of repression. A veritable reign of terror 
was introduced. Perhaps 20,000 Czech civilians were imprisoned 
as political suspects ” and nearly 5,000 were condemned to 
death by courts martial. A Polish Socialist leader declared in 
the Reichsrat in February, 1918, that there had been 30,000 
executions in the province of Galicia alone. ‘ IJ^ut imprisoning, 
shooting, hanging on an unprecedented scale only increased the 
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widespread disaffection, only loosened still further the cohesion 
of the state. The feeling, every day confirmed, that the victory 
of the Central Powers would mean the enthronement of the 
Germans and the doom of tlie Slavs, whom the Germans hated 
and despised as belonging to an inferior stock, as worthy only 
of serving “ as mortar for a nobler race the feeling, too, that 
Austria would be bound hand and foot to Germany, should the 
Central Powers win, and that all real independence would dis- 
appear, all these considerations and still others confirmed the 
subject races of Austria-Hungary in their desire to escape once 
for all from bonds that had long been burdensome and that had 
now become intolerable. Czecho-Slovaks, Jugo-Slavs, Rou- 
manians, Italians, Ruthenians were finally and completely 
estranged by the odious military regime which treated them as 
enemies and which completely eradicated any surviving instincts 
of solidarity, of common citizenship. 

The Austro-Hungarian Monarchy collapsed in October, 1918, 
as a result of military reverses and the long exhaustion of the 
war. In prosecuting the war to tliis victorious conclusion the 
Entente Allies contributed the blow that brought the ram- 
shackle ” structure to the ground. Hut this had been no part 
of their intentions. They had wished to defeat Austria, not 
to destroy her. While the disaffected races had appealed for 
their help, tliey did not get it in any serious measure. President 
Wilson in his Fourteen Points, made public in January, 1918, 
had expressly disclaimed any thought of disrupting the Empire. 
He only demanded autonomy for the subject races, and autonomy 
is a word that lacks precision and is certainly far removed from 
independence. But events moved ra])idly in 1918. By the 
middle of the year, the Allies recognized the claims of the Czecho- 
slovaks and the Jugo-Slavs to unity and independence. The 
former they recognized as an independent state and an ally in 
arms. The Czccho-S^ovaks, indeed, believing that the most 
impressive argument for their cause would be to furnish soldiers 
ready to give their lives for it, raised and organized considerable 
bodies of troops which fought side by side with the Allies in 
Fi’ance and Italy and in Russia. 

Seeing the •storm that was blowing up from every quarter of 
the sky the Emperor Charles made a despairing attempt to 
prevent the threatened dissolution by proposing on October 16, 
1918, the conversion of Austria — not of Hungary, be it noted — 
into a federal state composed of free nations, German, Czech, 
Jugo-Slav and fjkrainian, each with its own defined boundaries. 
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Galicia was to be free to unite with Poland. But it was too 
late. Dissolution was in fact already in full process and its 
speed was accelerating every day. The long penf: up discontent 
of the Austrian nationalities finally exploded and the Dual 
Monarchy lay in fragments. Power passed from the old estab- 
lished authorities of the Empire to newly improvised national 
councils, representing the nationalities. There was no fighting, 
for nowhere did the revolution meet resistance. Neither the 
Emperor as a person or as a symbol, nor the dominant Germans 
and Magyars, could evoke any spirit of loyalty or chivalrous 
devotion in the hour of need, for their previous records had not 
been calculated to inspire such sentiments. The panoply of 
power wliich had long invested the ancient House of Hapsburg 
with wide authority over the thought and imagination of men now 
vanished overnight. None were now so poor as to do it even 
momentary reverence. Provisional governments sprang up where 
formerly there had been at least formal unity. The Czechs were 
solidifying a government they had been elaborating for some 
time in conclaves in Prague and Paris ; Croatia was preparing 
to unite with Serbia ; the Tyrol, Trieste, the country along the 
head of the Adriatic were being occupied by the Italians ; Rou- 
manians were invading Transylvania; the Poles of Galicia were 
negotiating with the new Poland which w^as arising from the hot 
ashes of the world’s greatest war. All were staking out their 
claims and planning for a future more to tlieir taste than the 
past had been. There w^as to be, if not a new heaven, at least 
a new earth. On November 12, the last of the Hapsburgs with- 
drew and the field was cleared for the new^ combinations and 
creations. 

Such was the situation wdien the Peace Conference met in Paris. 
That conference has been subjected to much intelligent criticism 
and to much that has been unintelligent and fatuous. Unneces- 
sarily feeble have been many of the coic.mients concerning its 
decisions regarding Austria. It lias been charged that the Con- 
ference Balkanized ” central Europe, that is to say that it 
wilfully split up a large political and economic unit into numerous 
fragments, jealous of each other, full of the spirit of unreason, 
incapable of living or letting live, self-assertive, aggressive, 
quarrelsome, intent upon the realization of their own petty ambi- 
tions, their own local advantages, indifferent to all considerations 
of the general good. It has been said that the Conference 
sacrificed the well-being of fifty million people l^y subordinating 
their economic interests to purely political considerations, by 
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destroying the vast and delicately organized economic system 
which bound the different parts of the Empire together into a 
union profitable to all, with its sources of supply, its markets, 
its modes of transportation available for all and contributing to 
the prosperity of all. In place of an economic organization 
slowly built up out of the needs of the people and responsive to 
those needs there was henceforth to be economic disorganization. 
The work of many decades was to be wantonly undone. The free 
and vital movement of industry and commerce was now to be 
arbitrarily interrupted because of this chopping up of a great 
empire into numerous small states which would have their tariffs 
and their tariff wars, with all their sorry progeny. Economic 
prosperity, the chief and fundamental good of life, was to be 
lightly tossed aside merely in order to satisfy excessive national- 
istic and racial aspirations. Realities w^ere to be exchanged for 
baubles. 

To such criticism it is sufficient to rejdy that it was not the 
Conference of Paris that destroyed the Austro-Hungarian mon- 
archy. It merely registered the fact of dissolution. When the 
Conference opened Austria-Hungary was already a thing of 
the past, nor could the Conference have possibly restored it, 
even had it ardently so desired. All that the Conference had to 
do was to discharge a large amount of business left unfinished by 
the sudden demise, to make a multitude of adjustments between 
the eager and contentious heirs. 

Furthermore, it should also be pointed out that most of the 
peoples of the world prefer such things as independence and 
liberty to economic prosperity, if they arc compelled to make 
the choice. This has been proved so many times that it would 
seem to be unnecessary to call attention to a fact which is funda- 
mental to any true interpretation of history. A purely economic 
interpretation is of all tlic least adequate and the most neglectful 
of essential factors.^ Tlie various Austrian peoples well knew 
that the attainment of their aspirations would mean economic 
loss and hardship, at least for a considerable time. But this 
knowledge was no deterrent as they did not put their chief 
emphasis upon economic matters. 

The stattfs among which the former territories of Austria- 
Hungary w’ere divided are called the succession ” states. This 
division had already been roughly achieved by the action- of 
several of those states Avhich had seized the territories wdiich they 
considered theirs^or which they were bent upon possessing. But 
such action was, from the nature of the case, provisional and 
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lacked finality. It was the duty of the Conference of Paris to 
make the necessary treaties of peace, to define and recognize the 
boundaries between the “ succession ” states, and to solve other 
problems arising out of the new situation. 

The treaties of Saint-Germain with Austria and of Trianon 
with Hungary determined the future status of those two states, 
hitherto united, but now separate, and each much reduced in size 
and altered in internal organization. The treaty of Saint- 
Germain was signed on September 10, 1919, but months passed 
by before it was ratified by the Allied Governments. Indeed, it 
was not until July 16, 1920, that it actually entered into force. 
The Hungarian treaty was not signed until June 4, 1920, and 
was not ratified until much later. 

On these and other accords concluded with Poland, Roumania, 
Italy, Czecho-Slovakia, Jugo-Slavia, was to rest the new Central 
Europe, accords too numerous and too detailed to be described 
here. Suffice it to say that the Hapsburg inheritance was divided 
among those five states and among two additional ones, namely, 
what was left of Austria and what was left of Hungary. These 
were the successor-states. A difficult and highly contentious 
problem, only slowly worked out by the Conference of Paris, 
was that of drawing boundaries and assigning peoples in such a 
way as to satisfy the demands of approximate justice, to serve 
the cause of peace and security in Europe, to give promise of 
reasonable durability. It was natural that the allies or friends 
of the Entente, Czecho-Slovakia, Italy, Roumania, Poland, and 
Jugo-Slavia should fare better at the hands of the Conference 
than their enemies, the Germans of Austria, and the Magyars of 
Hungary. 

In the following chapters we shall trace the recent history of 
the several states that either ow^c their very existence or their 
great enlargement to this sudden and complete disintegration of 
an ancient empire. 

One of the most significant and promising is that of the 
Republic of Czecho-Slovakia, and also one of the least known. 
Even its very name is new’. Men had long known of the King- 
dom of Bohemia, of its geographical situation, of its history. 
Why was not this historic and famous name retained when the 
time came to give this country once more the independence it 
had long possessed and which it had lost four centuries earlier? 
It was not retained because the new republic was to be no mere 
restoration of the former state of Bohemia but was to be some- 
thing very different. Bohemia was to be not only the kernel 
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but a large part of tlie new construction, but it was not to be all 
of it. There was to be added to it Slovakia, a region in northern 
Hungary, which the Magyars had conquered and held since the 
tenth century, as the Hapsburgs had held Bohemia since 1526. 
The Czeclis of Bohemia and the Slovaks of Hungary had not 
for a tliousand years been united with each other, yet they were 
sister races, speaking practically the same language, although 
with variations. Each of these two closely related branches of 
the Slavic family saw in the World War the opportunity for 
independence, tfie one from the control of the Austrians, the other 
from the control of tlic Magyars. But each saw that, without 
the other, it would be numerically so weak and geographically 
so exposed to attack that it would be unable long to maintain its 
independence, even if acquired. The union of the two was 
essential to both. Self-interest of the most obvious sort 
prompted tlieir union and will prove the strongest force in 
perpetuating it, capable of counteracting, in all probability, the 
friction that may arise between two peoples which, though 
related, have had different histories and been subjected to 
different formative influences. 

In a way, then, the Republic of Czecho-Slovakia has a national 
tradition which runs back many centuries, yet it is one of the 
youngest of states. During the war France and Italy had ac- 
ce])tcd the aid of C'zecho-Slovak legions on the French and Italian 
fronts, thereby virtually recognizing Czecho-Slovakia’s claim. 
In August, 1918, Great Britain had recognized her as an Allied 
nation and in the following month the Fnited States and Japan 
had virtually done the same. On October 18, 1918, the Czecho- 
slovak Declaration of Independence was formally issued in Paris 
by three gifted and sagacious patriots. Professor Masaryk, Dr. 
Benes (pron. Benesh), and General Stefanik, men wlio had volun- 
tarily gone into exile during the war and who, each in his own 
way, had worked day/ind night to present the cause of his country 
to other peoples who were profoundly ignorant of it and who were 
themselves occupied with problems of their own, harassing and 
exacting enough to absorb all their time and thought. The 
Declaration of Independence which these men drafted and issued 
to the world deliberately rejected the divine right of kings in 
favor of “ the principles of Idncoln and the Declaration of the 
Rights of Man and the Citizen.” On October 27, the Austro- 
Hungarian Government recognized the rights of the Czecho- 
slovaks. 

Thus by the’end of October, 1918, the Czechs had regained the 
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independence which they had lost nearly three hundred years 
before in the fatal battle of the White Mountain in the early 
days of the Thirty Years* War. Immense was the enthusiasm of 
the people at their liberation, an enthusiasm unaccompanied by 
violence. On November 16, there met in Prague the first body 
representative of the Czecho-Slovak people, the National As- 
sembly. It decided unanimously in favor of a republic and it 
unanimously elected Masaryk, who was still abroad, its first 
president. Dr. Kramar (pron. Kramarsh), a man who had 
long been a leader of the Young Czechs, who had during the 
war been condemned to death for treason and had later been 
pardoned, the only man at the beginning of tlie new republic who 
enjoyed a reputation comparable to that of Masaryk, now 
become first prime minister and Benes became minister of foreign 
affairs.* These two men were appointed the delegates of the 
republic at the Conference of Paris. 

The problems confronting the new state were varied and 
formidable but were faced with serenity by a people exultant 
and electrified at being master of its own destinies once more 
after centuries of oppression. Prime Minister Kramar at the 
first session of the National Assembly expressed the national 
mood and determination when he said : At home wo feel suffi- 
ciently confident of being able to rely upon our own powers alone, 
and that without injustice to others. We shall count upon the 
devotion of all towards the State and we shall show that not only 
have we been able to achieve our liberty but that we know how 
to preserve it and to be realW free — worthy of our great past, 
of our traditions and our sufferings.” 

The most important immediate problems demanding attention 
before the general work of reconstruction could be taken up were 
the determination of the boundaries of the new republic and the 
framing of a national constitution. The former was the work 
of the Conference of Paris, the latter of t\}Q National Assembly 
sitting in Prague. The former was an international concern, 
the latter a domestic affair. 

The frontiers of Czecho-Slovakia were determined by the peace 
treaties of Versailles, Saint-Germain, Trianon. The difficulties 
in drawing them were considerable. What should be chosen as 
the basis of the decision, history or ethnography.^ In that part 
of the new state which had formerly belonged to Austria, the 
former kingdom of Bohemia, the historic frontier and the lin- 
guistic did not agree. The central mass of the territory was 
peopled by Czechs, but around it, to the west and north, was a 
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zone peopled by Germans, and the relations of Czec|is and Ger- 
mans had for centuries been those of ceaseless and bitter strife, 
whose intensity had only deepened in recent decades. The conten- 
tions of these two peoples had grown so fierce that for years be- 
fore the war the Provincial Diet had practically ceased to func- 
tion, the vocal turbulence of the factions whenever it met showing 
the futility of attempting to continue its sessions. Wherever the 
two races naturally came together, in school or factory or 
church, there had been war, or at best an armed truce. The 
mutual repulsion was extreme. It was difficult to get them to 
work together in the same shop, nor would they consent to take 
the train from the same station. In many a village, whose 
population was certainly too small to justify any such luxury, 
were two railroad stations, one for the Germans, and one for 
the Czechs. Should peoples, filled with such a long-standing and 
comprehensive dislike of each other, be forced to live together 
in the new republic.? The Peace Conference decided that they 
should, and, as it seems to the author, for good and sufficient 
reasons. States cannot live by ethnography alone. History is 
often mightier than ethnic purity, and must prevail. While in 
general the powers assembled in Paris considered that the political 
boundaries they had to draw ought, whenever possible, to conform 
to the linguistic boundaries, they recognized that there were 
exceptions to the operation of the rule, and here was one of the 
exceptions. Pare off this fringe of Germans whom you find 
around most of Bohemia and you mutilate a kingdom which had 
had a glorious history in the Middle Ages, succeeded by an 
unhappy one of several centuries under the Hapsburgs, but which 
had never relinquished its claims even in the darkest moments, 
which asserted that it had never ceased to exist and that it had 
a right to be restored in its entire extent by a conference whose 
high mission was, in part, to redress some of the injustices of the 
past. Tlie Germans (jf Bohemia had never belonged to the modern 
German Empire. Ought the mere fact that there was within 
Bohemia a considerable minority of Germans to be considered a 
reason for dismembering an ancient state which was now miracu- 
lously on the point of restoration? 

Other rea^ions for recognizing the historic boundaries of 
Bohemia, rather than the ethnographic, were that the former 
gave a territory which was a geographic unit, an economic unit, 
and which was, from a military point of view, defensible. Had 
the historic boundaries not been adopted, Prague, the capital of 
the new state, would have been only about thirty miles from the 
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German frontier and the passes through the mountains would all 
have been in German hands. 

The Czechs argued for historic frontiers in determining the 
part of Austria that should go into the making of ’the new state. 
They argued against historic frontiers, in the case of Hungary, 
part of whose territory, namely Slovakia, they coveted. Here 
they appealed to the right of national self-determination. There 
was no doubt that Hungary’s territorial unity was a thousand 
years old. On the other hand there was also no doubt that the 
Slovaks, long outrageously oppressed, would welcome the chance 
to get free of the hated Magyar rule. The claim to Slovakia 
was, therefore, made to rest upon the right of self-determination. 
But the drawing of the boundary line was very difficult owing to 
the fact that there is between Slovakia and Hungary no natural 
frontier, and that the process of Magyarization carried out for 
several decades had blurred the ethnological line. 

The Czecho-Slovak Republic, as finally delimited by the 
treaties, has a population, according to the census of 1921, of 
nearly 14,000,000 and an area of about 55,000 square miles, 
about the size of the state of New York or of England and Wales. 
It is about six hundred miles long and at its maximum breadth 
about a hundred and eighty miles wide. Like the former Austria, 
to which it is one of the successors, it is a polyglot state. Of 
its fourteen million inhabitants, thirty-five per cent, are neither 
Czechs nor Slovaks. About three million are Germans, about 
750,000 are Magyars (in Slovakia), and nearly half a million are 
Ruthenians or Little Russians. Thus the new state confronted 
from the outset one of the most contentious and difficult prob- 
lems within the field of government, the problem, that is, of 
making peoples of different race and different speech, each with 
its history of w^rongs inflicted or endured, co-operate together 
harmoniously in the building up of the commonwealth. Austria 
had failed to solve this problem and had gqnc to smash, in some 
measure because of that very failure. Would Czecho-Slovakia 
be wiser in its methods and happier in its achievements than had 
its predecessor, or would the issue be the same, bitter racial and 
nationalistic hatreds and rivalries culminating at the propitious 
moment in convulsions and collapse? The challlmge to the 
leaders of the new state was peremptory and inevitable. Would 
they have the necessary stores of wisdom and good will to 
enable them to avoid in their treatment of German and Magyar 
minorities the evil courses which the Germans ^nd Magyars liad 
so long followed toward them? Would they repay injustice and 
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oppression by moderation and fair play? Or would the world 
witness the same old tragedy once more, only with the roles 
reversed? Would the various languages be equalized and, there- 
fore, cease to be badges of superiority or inferiority, or would 
the dominant race insist upon precedence and prestige for its 
idiom to the dark and rankling displeasure of the others? Even 
if themselves inclined to be reasonable and considerate would the 
fierce passions of the war and pre-war period so far subside as 
to render possible a policy of reconciliation and of progressive 
legislation? 

A good start, at any rate, was made with the constitution. 
In process of drafting for a year or more, the constitution bears 
the date of February 29, 1920. It shows conspicuously the 
influence of French and American example. The American prin- 
ciple of the division of powers into the legislative, the executive 
and the judicial, was largely applied. The organs of government 
are a president and a parliament consisting of two houses, a 
Senate and a Chamber of Deputies. The constitution may be 
revised by a majority of two-thirds of the total membership in 
each of the two chambers. 

The President of the Republic is chosen for seven years 
the two chambers meeting together as a National Assembly. He 
may be re-elected for a second term, but he may not be cbosen 
for a third until after an interval of at least seven years after 
the expiration of his second term. This restriction does not 
apply to the first President, Masaryk, for whom a special excep- 
tion is made because of the high regard in which he is 
universally held. If the presidential office becomes vacant by 
the death of its occupant a new election must be held within 
two weeks ; if the President is prevented by illness or for any 
other reason from discharging his functions, the executive power 
is exercised by the ministry; if this prevention, however, con- 
tinues beyond six months, the National Assembly shall, if two- 
thirds of the ministers propose such action, elect a substitute. 
The president represents the Republic in its international rela- 
tions, is the head of the army, possesses the pardoning power, 
and summons, prorogues, and dissolves the chambers, to which 
he may sencf messages or which he may address in person. He 
does not possess the veto power. He has the right to demand a 
new deliberation upon a law submitted for his signature but if 
the chambers, on roll-call, maintain their position, or if the 
Chamber of Deputies alone, by a two-thirds vote, declares itself 
for the second time in favor of the law, the President has no 
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further power of resistance but must promulgate the law forth- 
with. The President is not responsible at law for his acts, each 
one of which must be countersigned by a minister, who thereby 
assumes responsibility. He may be impeached, however, by the 
Chamber of Deputies, but in one case only, treason. If found 
guilty his punishment is loss of office and disability ever again 
to hold it. 

The Chamber of Deputies consists of 300 members elected for 
six years ; the Senate of 150 members elected for eight years. 
Women may vote and may be chosen to either chamber under the 
same conditions as men. Universal suffrage exists, and voting 
is not only direct and secret but is also obligatory. To vote 
for Deputies one must be at least twenty-one years of age, for 
Senators at least twenty-six. To be eligible for the Chamber 
one must be twenty-six years old, for the Senate forty-five. In 
the first parliament chosen under this system, thirteen women 
were elected to the Chamber of Deputies ; three were elected to 
the Senate. The proportional system of representation is 
established in the interest of minorities ; in order that the election 
may represent the real thought of the voters, and not be vitiated 
by adventitious circumstances. It is forbidden to sell or offer any 
alcoholic drink either on election day or on the night before. 

A measure passed by the Chamber of Deputies and rejected 
by the Senate may, nevertheless, become a law if the Chamber 
of Deputies passes it again by a vote of the majority of its entire 
membership. The two houses are, therefore, far from equal. 

Parliament must hold at least two ordinary sessions a year, 
in the spring and in the autumn, and it may be summoned by the 
President of the Republic at other times, and must be summoned 
if a majority of the members, or in certain cases, two-fifths, 
demand it. There is, in addition, the striking provision that 
during the intervals between sessions, when Parliament is not 
sitting, a permanent commission, consisting of sixteen deputies 
and eight senators, elected by the respective chambers and on 
the system of proportional representation, shall have the right to 
pass urgent legislation and to exercise control over the Govern- 
ment. Such measures lapse unless confirmed within two months 
by the Parliament at its subsequent meeting. Cabinet ministers 
are appointed by the President of the Republic. They are re- 
sponsible to the Chamber of Deputies. They need not themselves 
be members of either house. 

A constitutional tribunal consisting of seven 'members is given 
the power to judge the constitutionality of laws. 
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Those civic rights which are customary in free countries are 
guaranteed, liberty of speech, of the press, of meeting, of con- 
science. All .religious confessions are declared equal before the 
law. Minorities, whether religious or racial, are assured special 
rights. Every linguistic minority representing at least twenty 
per cent, of the population has the right to use its own language 
in all its relations with public officials, who must reply in the 
same language. Every “ important ’’ minority may have its lan- 
guage taught to its children in the public schools. Czechoslovak 
is the state language and may be used everywhere and on all 
occasions. While it is sometimes declared that there is no such 
language, but that Czech is one tongue and Slovak another, it 
appears that they are practically one, that, with the exception 
of about a thousand words, most of which, moreover, resemble 
each other, the vocabulary is the same, and that the essential 
difference lies only in the pronunciation. 

Such are some of the provisions of the constitution, a docu- 
ment liberally democratic and one wdiich seeks to satisfy the 
demands and needs of the various races and religions within the 
borders of the republic. 

But a tree is judged by its fruits. It is too early yet to say 
whether the political institutions of Czecho-Slovakia are adapted 
to the solution of the problems of the national life. Those 
problems are both numerous and grave. The peoples at whose 
expense the new states of Europe have been created have been 
industrious in proclaiming that these states have not within them 
the strength of life, that, artificial results of a war which turned 
out one w^ay and might easily have turned out another, they 
lack the leaders and the traditions and the experience necessary 
for success, and must, therefore, shortly disappear ; that they are 
little fitted to withstand the rough usage of the world, to hold 
together upon the choppy sea of politics. Whether these inter- 
ested and pessimistic prophecies, generally born of an evident 
desire that the thing prophesied shall happen, will come true, 
remains, of course, to be seen. But the five years of history 
that have rolled by since the war would seem amply to justify a 
reasonable qptimisin. The old ordering of Europe in too many 
cases left untapped rich sources of talent and intelligence and 
character and good will which the benign and fructifying spirit 
of independence naturally evokes. The senseless and criminal 
wasting of preciqus human capacities in the interest of certain 
dynasties and* privileged classes and racial dominations has 
without question incalculably impoverished as well as poisoned 
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the public life of Europe. With the liberation of national and 
popular energies and aspirations, hitherto cruelly and cunningly, 
repressed, with the achievement of independence rfindering pos- 
sible the realization of a greater dignity of life, a greater self- 
respect, a livelier sense of usefulness, opportunities will be opened 
up in various parts of Europe for the emergence and free 
expression of many a personality which, under the old system, 
would have been hounded into silence or conspiracy or fruitless 
opposition. We may confidently expect to see the new states, 
now in control, for weal or for woe, of their own destinies call 
forth and utilize the activity of men of originality and power. 
The school of adversity may have trained leaders who now will 
know how to guide their peoples safely through the dangers of 
freedom. What happened in America, in the Revolution and 
after, may well be repeated in many a European country. 
Groups of vigorous and able individuals may find careers of 
large usefulness and honor as citizens of independent nations 
which otherwise would not have been opened to them. New con- 
ditions may call forth new men, some of wliom may find niches in 
their nation’s or the world’s hall of fame. 

The pertinence of these remarks is excellently illustrated in 
the case of Czecho-Slovakia since 1914. The war that then 
broke out was intended by its authors permanently to blight, 
if not to annihilate at once and forever, the dream of the Slavs, 
and, among them, of the Czecho-Slovaks, for independence. 
Instead, it realized that dream and, incidentally, in so doing it 
revealed to the world some very admirable and impressive char- 
acters of which it was up to that time supremely ignorant. Fore- 
most among these are Thomas Garrigue Masaryk, first president 
of the republic and Edward Benes, its first minister of foreign 
affairs. 

Those who are inclined to think lightly or humorously of 
professors as unconscionable blunderers oi dolts in politics, if 
they are so imprudent as to wander thus far afield, would do well 
to cast a passing glance at these two new figures on the world’s 
great stage, to compare them with others who have had a differ- 
ent and supposedly more appropriate and promising origin, and 
possibly to distil a drop or two of wisdom from an examination 
of their exploits in the domain of public affairs. 

It was quite in the tradition of the Czechs to find their leaders 
in the class of intellectuals. The great national hero is John 
Huss, priest, philosopher, professor, reformer, man who was 
burned on the shores of Lake Constance because he would not 
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recant his religious beliefs when ordered to do so by the Council 
of Constance. Probably the next best known son of Bohemia is 
Comenius, on(^ of the world’s most famous educators. The Czech 
national revival of the nineteenth century, without which the 
Czechs could not conceivably have achieved their present fortunes, 
was largely the work of scholars, among whom were Dobrovsky 
and Jungman and Safarik and Kollar, philologians and archae- 
ologists, and Palacky, ‘‘ the greatest of Slav historians and the 
creator of the national consciousness of Bohemia,” whose work, 
according to Gooch, “ was not only an achievement in scholarship 
but a political event, a trumpet call to an oppressed nationality 
to raise its head and prove itself worthy of its past.” Masaryk 
and Benes are worthy successors in this dynasty of scholars to 
whom the new nation owes so much. 

Thomas Garrigue Masaryk was born in 18e50 of parents so 
poor that the problem of his education was a very difficult one. 
After passing through the primary school, he was apprenticed 
to a blacksmith and worked for some time at that craft. But 
nothing could long hold him back, so ardent was his desire for 
knowledge and for the intellectual life. He went through a 
preparatory school and then entered the University of Vienna 
where he devoted himself particularly to the study of the classics 
and the natural sciences ; then to the University of Leipsic for 
work in philosophy. At the age of thirty-two he was appointed 
to the chair of j)hilosophy at the University of Prague. From 
this coign of vantage liis influence radiated not only throughout 
Bohemia but throughout the Slavic world in general. Not only 
the youth of his own country but thousands of young Serbs and 
Croatians, Bulgarians and Russians, received the instruction and 
stimulus of this very clear-siglited and very honest scholar and 
thinker. Masaryk’s lecture room was a fruitful nursery of sound 
and critical thinking, and a powerful generator of fresli moral 
purpose and energy.^ 

Bohemian philosophy had long felt the influence of German 
thought. It was now to be given a different turn, as Masaryk, 
reacting against German speculation, emphasized particularly 
English philosophy as expressed by Hume and Spencer and Mill, 
as expressed* also in the positivism of Comte. Realistic, scien- 
tific in method, insisting that nothing be accepted which has not 
first been rigorously tested and proved, Masaryk exercised a 
profound and healthy influence upon a multitude of students. 
He taught thegi that the truth must be sought for diligently, 
must be always held in reverence, that it is the truth that makes 
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men free. An intense patriotism and a deep love of humanity 
were not found contradictory or mutually exclusive by this prac- 
tical philosopher, as they have often been by extreme nationalists 
and by extreme internationalists. 

The problem of the small nations began to interest him and he 
began to preach that the first duty of a people like the Czechs 
was the slow and laborious one of developing their culture to 
the highest point, intellectually, morally and materially. Only 
thus could they hope to maintain their individuality in the face 
of an adversary as strong in numbers and in resources as was 
Germany. Masaryk denounced the old method of nationalist 
agitation which consisted in extravagantly praising everything 
Czech, in forever harping upon the glories of the past as in 
some way ensuring the future. He hated false patriotism and 
all its manifestations and he was not afraid to tell the truth even 
when it was disagreeable to his fellow-countrymen. Thus, some 
time after his arrival in Prague, he challenged the authenticity 
of certain manuscripts which were generally considered as ancient 
and glorious national relics, and as proving that the nation had 
attained a high degree of culture as early as the tenth century, 
and quite without the aid of foreign influences. In collaboration 
with some of his colleagues, he wan able to ]>rovc, by an appeal 
to philology and to sociological criticism and historical analysis, 
that the manuscripts were false, and he took occasion to drive 
home the lesson that the culture and the ])olicy of a nation can 
never be based upon forgeries. Whereupon, for a time, he 
became vastly unpopular and his name a term of 0])probrium, 
synonymous with that of traitor, the last of insults which men 
hurl at each other in their anger.. But in the end, this reputa- 
tion for truth-telling, for downright honesty, served Masaryk 
well, as it had served Washington before him, and became the 
source of that vast moral influence which he was destined to exert 
upon all classes of the Czech population. \ 

In the field of politics, as in that of scholarship, Masaryk 
waged unrelenting war upon all humbugs, illusions, and mean- 
ingless rhetoric. He founded a party which he called the 
Realist Party and whose motto was ‘‘ to liavc no illusions on 
the real state of things,’’ to look the facts of sociaf and political 
life straight in the face, to see things as they really were, and 
not to deal in mere catchwords or phrases. The a{)pHcation 
of this principle to the study of the national problems and con- 
ditions gave great vigor and freshness to his disQUSsion of public 
matters, whether in his university lectures or in his numerous 
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books or in his speeches in parliament. He expounded his 
programme in the Austrian Reichsrat and in a newspaper which 
he edited. His fame began to spread to other countries when, in 
the first decade of the new century, he denounced the tortuous and 
dishonest methods of Austrian policy in regard to the annexation 
of Bosnia and Herzegovina and the shady transactions of Aus- 
trian diplomacy in its relations with the Serbs. 

When the war broke out in 1914 Masaryk, considering its 
purpose to be the secure and final enthronement of Germanism 
in Central Europe, the definitive extinction of all the hopes of 
the Slavic peoples, left Bohemia on a self-imposed mission for 
his country. He was to return in triumph exactly four years 
later, acclaimed unanimously as president of his liberated country. 
Those four years he spent in France, Italy, Switzerland, England, 
Russia and the United States, arguing for the independence of 
his native land, establishing personal contacts with important 
statesmen in the Allied countries, organizing the Czecho-Slovak 
legions in Russia, whose marvelous efforts in Siberia rivalled 
the Odyssey and made their new name known the world over, and 
founding and directing the Czecho-Slovak National Council in 
Paris, which served as the spokesman of a people completely 
surrounded on all sides by its enemies, completely cut off from 
its friends, and muzzled as thoroughly as any people in Europe. 

Such was the man who, by universal acclaim, became President 
of Czecho-Slovakia when Czecho-Slovakia became independent, a 
man exceptionally equipped for the position to which he was 
called. For Masaryk was a man of the widest cultivation, 
knowing England and Germany from long periods of residence 
in them and from deep study, thoroughly familiar with the his- 
tory of French thought and with current French ideas, the 
author of an important book on The Spirit of Russia, a study 
of the history and philosophy and religion and politics of a 
country for which Jne had always felt the liveliest interest, 
thoroughly conversant with Austro-Hungarian and Balkan 
problems, and M-ell acquainted with the New World through his 
marriage to an American lady. Masaryk, as another has 
said, was, when the crisis of his life came, “ better prepared than 
perhaps any statesman of his time to grapple with the great 
European problems which the war had raised.” ^ Respected for 
his absolute honesty and sincerity, personifying the highest 
qualities and ideals of his race, a man of Spartan tastes, indif- 

1 R. W. Seton»Watson, in Temperley, A History of The Peace Conference 
of PUris. Vol. IV, page 86a 
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ferent, as we have seen, to popularity, he had this additional 
title to the regard of his countrymen that in 1916 he had been 
condemned to death hi contumaciam and that as a method of 
intimidating him, he being safe abroad, his daughter, Dr. Alice 
Masaryk, had been imprisoned, and had remained without trial 
in solitary confinement for nearly a year, only released finally 
as a consequence of the indignant protests of certain women’s 
societies of America. It is no occasion for surprise that since 
Czecho-Slovakia has achieved her independence she has named 
her loftiest mountain peak, and also her university at Brunn, 
aftei^ her first President. 

Around this Father of his Country, as Masaryk was consid- 
ered, had gathered a group of followers and disciples, one of the 
ablest of whom was the son of a peasant, Edward Benes, formerly 
a student of Masaryk and subsequently his colleague at the Uni- 
versity of Prague. Benes had spent many years studying at the 
universities of Prague, Paris, Berlin, and I^ondon. In 1914 he 
was a lecturer at his own university and was favorably known in 
university circles for his knowledge of law and economics and 
philosophy and sociology. He was thirty years of age, with no 
reputation in politics, with no ambition, indeed, save that of 
carrying on the work of Masaryk, witliin the field of education 
and letters. But the war launched him upon a very different 
career. He became Masaryk’s right-hand man,* collaborating 
closely with him at every stage. Escaping with difficulty from 
Bohemia during the war, he settled finally in Paris and became 
the center of multitudinous activities, the purpose of which was 
to win over the public opinion and the public men of the Allied 
countries to the idea of Czecho-Slovak independence and to the 
conception of a new central Europe free from Germanic control. 
The war and the subsequent years of peace-making revealed him 
as a magnetic personality and as the possessor of diplomatic 
talents of a high order, which talents weiv' shown at the Con- 
ference of Paris and in the Council of the League of Nations. 
In 1918 Benes became the foreign secretary of the Czecho- 
slovak Republic and was shortly recognized as one of the 
straightest thinkers and most constructive minds in the diplomacy 
of contemporary Europe. 

The only other Czech who at the beginning of the republic 
enjoyed a reputation comparable to that of Masaryk was Dr. 
Karel Kramar, prime minister of the first cabinet, long recog- 
nized as one of the most intelligent and liberar'of«. party leaders, 
a man hated by the Austrian Government, arrested and im- 
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prisoned on the charge of treason in 1916, and condemned to 
death in 1916, a sentence which the government did not dare to 
execute but which it commuted to fifteen years of penal servitude. 
Released in 1917 by the operation of the amnesty proclaimed by 
the new Emperor Charles, Kramar was destined to play an im- 
portant part at the inception of the new state, although his 
ministry was to have only a brief existence. 

The new republic had need of all the talents it possessed, for 
the problems confronting it wer^' varied and formidable. Both 
in foreign policy and in domestic, questions of the most complex 
character must be answered. Under the leadership of Masaryk 
and Benes and the men they have gathered around them, these 
questions have been taken up and solved or carried some distance 
toward solution. Of primary interest has been the development 
of the foreign policy of the state. Czecho-Slovakia, with its 
fourteen million inhabitants, is a rich and well-ordered country, 
but with potential enemies within and without. Surrounded on 
three sides by a cordon of German states and with about four 
million Germans upon her territory and those four million largely 
concentrated toward the German frontier, her situation is full 
of danger. A landlocked state, she possesses no seaport and 
her only way of reaching the sea is over railroads owned by 
other nations. To be sure, definite rights of access to Hamburg 
and Stettin and Trieste are assured her by the treaties, but 
will these rights be sufficient to the needs of her commerce or 
will the assurance be permanently respected? During the 
war the Germans had considered a grandiose plan for the 
organization of Central Europe, and that plan had rested on the 
control of the Slavs for the advantage of the Germans. But 
the outcome of the war was very different from that con- 
templated by the theorists of this high-flying conception. 
Instead of establishing a wider overlordship over the Slavs of 
Central Europe, Gqi^many lost even those Slavs who had long 
formed a part of her Empire. The destinies of Central Europe 
were henceforth to be in the hands of a restored Poland, a Czecho- 
slovakia and a Jugo-Slavia, all Slavic states, and in the hands of 
their friends, the Western Allies, whose military successes and 
diplomatic decisions had destroyed the German dream and sub- 
stituted another for it, namely, the dream of the Slavs them- 
selves. Naturally the Germans of Germany and Austria, and 
the Magyars of Hungary, close partners in the plan now so 
unexpectedly ^nS unceremoniously set aside, hated the new 
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arrangement and would be ready to tear it up at the propitious 
moment. 

The consolidation of the new European order, born of the war 
and defined by the treaties that ended it, naturally, inevitably, 
became the basic principle of the foreign policy of the Czecho- 
slovak Republic. A child of the Allied victory, the new state 
could only continue to live if the victors should permanently 
remain in command of the field. Let the treaties of Versailles 
and Saint-Germain and Trianon be upset and her title deeds and 
guarantees would disappear and her hold on life would become 
precarious. Even with all the aid she could get, her situation 
would be none too comfortable. Blocking for the Germans the 
alluring pathway to the East, occupying a territory essential to 
the Central Europe which the Germans had marked out for them- 
selves, Czecho-Slovakia is alike a challenge and a defiance. 
As the rearrangement of central Europe is the keystone of the 
new European order, and as Czecho-Slovakia is geographically 
the very center of the center, it follows that the international 
relationships of the new republic must present two aspects, one 
general, the other limited. Within the sphere of general con- 
tinental politics the closest accord with the great Western Allies, 
France and England, the strict observance of the treaties, are 
the objects aimed at by those in charge of the Czecho-Slovak 
foreign office. Within the more limited sphere of central Euro- 
pean politics the preservation of the status quo, that is, of the 
arrangements sanctioned in that part of the world by the treaties, 
is the basic purpose. This thought has achieved its most con- 
spicuous expression in the creation of the so-called “ Little 
Entente.” By a series of treaties, concluded in 1920 and 1921 
under the direction of Benes, Czecho-Slovakia, Jugo-Slavia, and 
Roumania have united in an alliance to preserve the peace in 
central Europe, to secure the maintenance of normal economic 
conditions and to block all attempts at iceaction that may be 
made of a character to threaten the existence of the new states. 
Particularly does the Little Entente aim to prevent a restora- 
tion of the House of Hapsburg to power. This ])urpose con- 
cerns, particularly, Hungary, as there is little likelihood, owing 
to conditions, of such a restoration being attempted in Austria, 
the other part of the former Dual Monarchy. The efficacy of 
this alliance was proved in the part it played in A{)ril, 1921, and 
in October, 1921, in helping to prevent Charles of Hapsburg 
from recovering the throne of Hungary. ^ 

In forming the Little Entente, the three powers were not only 
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prompted by the most obvious self-interest, as a restored royal 
house would inevitably be driven to attempt to recover its lost 
territories and its lost prestige, but they were acting in con- 
formity with*the view expressed by the Paris Conference when 
it declared on February 2, 1920, that “ it is not within the 
intention nor can it be regarded as the duty of the principal 
Allied Powers to intervene in the internal affairs of Hungary or 
to dictate to the Hungarian people what form of government or 
of constitution they shall adopt; nevertheless, the Powers cannot 
allow the restoration of the Hapsburg dynasty to be regarded as 
a question concerning the Hungarian nation alone. They 
declare, therefore, that a restoration of this nature would be 
in conflict with tlie very basis of the peace settlement and would 
neither be recognized nor tolerated.” The Little Entente has 
indicated that it will regard the restoration of the Hapsburgs 
to their former thrones as a ca.ms belli. 

On another point of foreign policy Czecho-Slovakia is equally 
emphatic. She is absolutely opposed to the union of Austria 
with Germany. Should this incorporation occur, she, a nation 
of fourteen million, would find herself nearly surrounded by a 
nation of sixty-five or seventy million, and would exist on suf- 
ferance merely. Moreover, a Germany thus augmented, with 
Vienna as its second city, and resting on the Danube, would exert 
a great pressure for the annexation of the three or four millions 
of Germans in Czecho-Slovakia and, having re-established a direct 
connection with Hungary, would encourage that state to try to 
recover its former Slovak territories. Those who are inclined to 
believe that Germany and Hungar}^ have accepted their defeat 
and will not seek to tear up the treaties should at least not 
expect the Czechs, threatened as they are, even now, by the very 
situation in which they find themselves, to cherish any illusions 
in regard to peoples whose nature and quality they heve had 
abundant occasions J^o observe during many painful centuries. 

Still another feature in the foreign policy of Czecho-Slovakia 
which the observer, interested in seeing the contemporary world 
as it is, should not lose sight of, is her opposition to the founda- 
tion of a Danubian confederation. Looking with intense sus- 
picion upon* all such plans as merely the beginning of a con- 
templated restoration of the former hated empire and the former 
oppressor, the House of Hapsburg, she has been and will be 
found to be steadfast in her opposition to any combination that 
might, under arty name or form, restore the old Austria- 
Hungary. 
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Such are certain of the fixed points m the outlook of the 
Czecho-Slovaks over the international horizon. But while re- 
fusing bluntly to consent to any rehabilitation of the odious 
regime to whose overthrow they have so greatly contributed, 
while refusing to compromise in any way the independence of 
their country, which they have achieved at such costs and which 
they are resolved to maintain, they have frankly recognized the 
economic interdependence of the Succession States ’’ and have 


sought to create a system of agreements with them covering 
various aspects of economic life such as transportation, ports, 
telegraphs, exchange of goods, finance and banking, thus hoping 
gradually to bring about peaceful, normal, regular economic 
conditions conducive to the stability of tlie new European order 
and consequently to the security and prosperity of the republic. 
But in the conclusion to this end of numerous treaties with their 
neighbors and with the Allies, the Czecho-Slovaks have made it 
plain that nothing is to be done which shall restrict or impair the 
economic and political sovereignty of their state. 

Within the sphere of domestic politics much has been achieved 
since 1918 and much is in course of being achieved. The states- 
men of Czecho-Slovakia are engaged in making a modern demo- 
cratic nation. To accomplish the end they have in mind, they 
have many problems to solve, the adjustment of racial differences, 
regional differences, social differences. Czecho-Slovakia, like the 
former Austro-Hungarian Empire is, as has already been said, 
a polyglot state. Of the 14,000,000 inhabitants, thirty-five per 
cent, are of different races and speak different languages than the 
Czechs and Slovaks. There are about three million Germans in 
Bohemia and Moravia, about 750,000 Magyars in Slovakia, and 
about 460,000 Uuthenians or Little Russians in the eastern tip 
of the country, under the Carpathians. Whether these racial 
and linguistic minorities will co-operate harmoniously with the 
Czechs and Slovaks in the development of tl^e country or whether 
they will be centers of irredentism, sources of obstruction, advo- 
cates of secession ; whether they will inflame and poison the polit- 
ical and social life of the commonwealth, or whether these hardy 
and traditional passions will gradually subside remains, of course, 
the secret of the future. It is w^ell not to be unduFy optimistic. 
In Europe the fusion of races that have countless bitter memories, 
and countless grudges to repay, presents no such easy problem 
as Americans, who have happily been spared much of the misery 
of history, are apt to think. Certain it is Vhat the German 
deputies to the Czecho-Slovak parliament on one occasion in 1920 
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struck up the Watch on the Rhine and Deutschland iiber Alles 
and then quit the hall, as an expression of their discontent. 
The Germanij and the Magyars of Czecho-Slovakia will have the 
support, at least moral, of their brothers in Germany and 
Hungary. 

However, there are forces of a better augury active in the 
state. Economic interests tend to hold the Germans and the 
Czechs of Bohemia together, and while the world ought to know 
by this time that economic motr es are not the most powerful in 
determining men’s conduct, that men will often willingly sacrifice 
obvious economic advantages in order to realize such ideals as 
liberty and independence, still in normal times the cohesive effects 
of material needs require no proof. Also just treatment of 
minorities by majorities may tend in the same direction and the 
future may see, what the past has seen only too infrequently, the 
fading of racial animosities. 

There are not only differences of race to be adjusted in this 
new republic, but there are also marked regional differences which 
may or may not become sources of misunderstanding, irritation, 
and friction. The different sections are unevenly developed both 
from the point of view of education and of material prosperity. 
In Bohemia and Moravia the standard of education is high and 
there are very few illiterates. This devotion to education is 
entirely in the traditions of the former kingdom of Bohemia, 
with its great heroes, Huss and Comenius, leaders of the highest 
intellectual and moral distinction. On the other hand in Slovakia 
the situation is deplorable. Of the subject nationalities of 
Hungary none were more grossly or systematical!}^ misruled than 
the Slovaks. It was the intention and the policy of the ruling 
Magyars to keep them undeveloped in order to keep them 
weak and powerless, and the process of Magyarization was 
carried out among them with relentlessness. For forcy years 
before the indepencj^nce of Czecho-Slovakia, there had not been 
in Slovakia a single secondary school using the Slovak language. 
The Magyars would allow Magyar schools which might carry on 
the work of Magyarization but not schools conducted in the 
language of the people. They followed a deliberate and heinous 
policy of stunting two and a half million human beings in their 
development. Not only were the Slovaks given no secondary 
schools by the state, they were even forbidden to found private 
schools of their own.^ The number even of their primary schools 

1 For furthei^ information on the Magyar methods in Slovakia see R. W. 
Seton- Watson, Racial Problems in Hungary (1908) and Ernest Denis, Les 
Blovaques (1917). 
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was reduced from 1921 in 1869 to 429 in 1909. The natural 
result of such oppression was a backward and ignorant popula- 
tion, high illiteracy, poverty so great and an outloqk so hopeless 
that thousands and tens of thousands of Slovaks were driven to 
emigrate to the United States. The Ruthenian provinces, to 
the east of Slovakia, and constituting the extreme tip of the 
republic, were still worse off, being on a level with Russia in 
backwardness, illiteracy there rising as high as seventy-five 
per cent. 

How, out of a country of such various cultural levels, to make 
a nation that shall feel and think along similar and harmonious 
lines is one of the problems challenging Czecho-Slovak states- 
manship. A promising beginning has been made. Between 
1918 and 1921 the Government established some 2,000 additional 
primary schools and forty or more high schools, so that it is 
only a question of time before a great improvement will be 
achieved in this domain. 

Another question, raised into high relief by the revolution of 
1918, was that of land reform, a reform long recognized as 
desirable both from a social and economic point of view. It 
was now seen to be a possible reform. Immense landed estates 
belonged to an infinitesimal proportion of the population, perhaps 
to a tenth of one per cent., while large numbers of people did not 
own a single acre of their native land. The great majority of 
the landlords,” says President Masaryk ‘‘ were nobles of foreign 
origin who acquired their estates at the hands of the Hapsburg 
conqueror from 1621 onwards, when, after the battle of the White 
Mountain, the lands of the Czech nobles and yeomen w'ere con- 
fiscated, the owners being executed or, as adherent of the 
Moravian Brotherhood and other Protestant churches, pre- 
ferring to pass into exile rather than surrender their faith. The 
demand for the nationalization of the great landed estates was 
thus not only supported as a social and e^^onomic necessity, in 
order to provide the landless population, notably the legionaries, 
with land, but was, deep in the minds of the ]:)eople, regarded as 
a legal rectification of the wrongs suffered through the confisca- 
tions which followed the defeat of the White Mountain.” 

That the demand for agrarian reform was widespread and 
emphatic is shown by the fact that a law sequestering the great 
estates was passed unanimously by the National Assembly on 
April 16, 1919. This law gives the state the right to seize and 
distribute estates larger than 870 acres in the cas^ of noble land 
or 600 acres in the case of other land. This land is not confis- 



SOCIAL LEGISLATION 


829 


cated but is paid for by the state, according to certain standards 
laid down by the law. For the work of buying and selling the 
land, a State Land Office has been established. The land is in 
general to b& divided into small farms of about 37 acres, an 
amount considered suitable for cultivation by a single family. 
This land is to be paid for by the new proprietor, though means 
of gradual payment have been instituted so liberal that persons 
with very slight means can practically acquire holdings, paying 
only a tenth of the value down and being given credit , for the 
remainder. The object of the law is the division of land among 
peasant proprietors. The process was to begin with the acquisi- 
tion by the state of the very large estates containing 12,350 acres 
or more. 

Much other legislation of a social and economic nature has 
been passed since the revolution of 1918, laws establishing the 
eight hour day for those engaged in industry and agriculture 
(with certain exceptions), laws enlarging the scope of the acci- 
dent and sickness insurance system and increasing the payments 
to the insured, sickness insurance being made to include maternity 
insurance, laws securing pensions to the widows and orphans of 
the insured, laws concerning the housing problem and also en- 
couraging building operations by means of state aid, laws con- 
cerning unemployment, employment of ex-soldiers, the regulation 
of “ sweating ” industries, and finally laws for the construction 
of necessary highways, railroads and canals. 

Of all the states that have inherited all or part of their ter- 
ritory from the late Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, Czecho- 
slovakia is from the economic point of view tlie richest and most 
progressive. Her activity, about equally divided between 
industry and agriculture, had made her the most prosperous of 
the Austrian lands. This prosperity rests upon two factors, 
important natural resources and a population which ia hard- 
w'orking and intellirant, Prague and Pilsen rank among the 
great industrial cities of Europe. In certain branches of 
industry Czecho-Slovakia stands high, as, for instance, in the 
production of sugar and glass. She is the second largest beet 
sugar producer in the world and the only state in Europe which 
can export stigar. Her glass has been famous since the fifteenth 
century. Paper and porcelain, leather goods and chemicals, 
beers and wines are among her characteristic products and the 
metal and textile trades have been extensively developed. Czecho- 
slovakia possesses coal and iron, though not enough for her needs. 
Her foreign trade is increasing with the natural though slow 



830 


THE REPUBLIC OF CZECHO-SLOVAKIA 


movement back toward normal conditions of labor and industry 
and with the conclusion of commercial treaties with other powers. 
As a land-locked country she can only reach the markets of the 
world by sending her commodities over railways ancl rivers which 
belong to other nations. But under the peace treaties she pos- 
sesses the right of transit and she has secured docks and ware- 
houses of her own in Hamburg. How smoothly such arrange- 
ments will work or how many impediments may be thrown in the 
way of their free development remains to be seen. 

The geographical position of Czecho-Slovakia, the very center 
of Europe, is favorable to her serving as intermediary between 
the East and the West of the continent. The character of her 
economic system makes it certain that slie will be a great exporter. 
Her business relations will probably be closest with her immediate 
neighbors, Germany on the one hand, and Hungary, Bulgaria, 
Jugo-Slavia, and perhaps ultimately Russia, on the other. 

Czecho-Slovakia is a country whicli has a distinguished back- 
ground in the history of letters and the arts, and in moral 
and religious movements, some of which have readied far beyond 
its borders. In the course of the centuries, the country has been 
embellished with the creations of architecture and painting and 
sculpture. Prague is from this point of view one of the most 
interesting capitals of Europe. Music may properly be called 
a national art, an old tradition among both Czechs and Slovaks, 
a popular art in the literal sense of the word, expressing .a 
people’s soul and a people’s aspirations. It was noticed during 
the World War that the population flocked not only to the 
theater but to the concert halls as to temples where their patri- 
otic fervor, their hope of a future freed from foreign ojipression, 
would receive inspiration and exaltation. The names of Smetana 
•and Dvorak, the composers, of Kubelik, the executant, are widely 
known abroad. It is reasonable to expect a richer efflorescence 
of the arts now that national liberty has l^een acliieved. 

In other domains this new country has its traditions in the 
past of those peoples which are now its constituent elements. 
In education it has a long record of devotion, as has been already 
indicated, a record which gives every assurance of continuing 
with the founding by the Republic of two new uniVersities, the 
Masaryk University at Brunn, and the Comenius University at 
Bratislava, the new baptismal appellation of what was formerly 
known to students of history as Pressburg. 

In religion there is great diversity of allegi&nce. Before the 
Thirty Years War about 90 per cent, of the Bohemians were 
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Protestants. As a result of that war and the loss indepen- 
dence and of the Counter-Reformation the situation was reversed 
and about 90 per cent, of the population became Catholic. A great 
deal of the spirit of John Huss, however, has always been present 
in the Bohemian people for whom he has ever remained the 
national hero despite the fact that he was burned at Constance 
as a heretic. Even before the revolution of 1918, there had been 
in Bohemia a certain movement of revolt summarized in the cry 
Away from Rome,” a movement which resulted in some increase 
of the ranks of free-thinkers and Protestants. According to 
President Masaryk about 1,000,000 persons left tlie Roman 
Catholic Church between 1918 and 1921. Many of these became 
free-tiiinkers but a considerable number proceeded to found what 
they called a national Czccho-Slovak Church. Many priests 
demanded changes in the church, such as abolition of celibacy, 
the use of the vernacular in church services, and a more demo- 
cratic administration of church affairs. Upon the Pope’s refusal 
to meet these demands, the dissatisfied elements seceded and in 
January, 1920, founded the Czecho-Slovak Church, which has 
about 120 churches and over half a million members. 

There are in Czcoho-Slovakia, beside the Catholics who are 
in the overwhelming majority, about a million Protestants, and 
half a million adherents of the Greek Church. The Jews number 
about 3r50,000, too few to create a problem such as that which 
exists in other countries of Eastern Europe, 
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THE REPUBLIC OF POLAND 

The reappearance of Poland at the Conference of Paris as a 
sovei:eign state was one of the most impressive and spirit-stirring 
events of our age or, for that matter, of any age. A nation 
which had had a great and memorable history and which had 
then undergone vivisection at the hands of its neighbors came 
to life again and found once more a local habitation and a name. 
The partitions of Poland had long been considered the classic 
adventure in international crime of the eighteenth century, 
ranking with the seizure of Silesia in the coolness of its villainy 
and greatly eclipsing it in the magnitude of the operation. The 
second or third largest state in Europe was completely effaced 
from the map and where one sought its name, one found only 
the names of Prussia, Russia, and Austria. Whatever conse- 
cration time can give to successful wrong was bestowed upon this 
famous rape, and those wlio had performed it went their pros- 
perous way, rejoicing, quite free from any weak qualms of 
conscience, and not seriously disturbed by the reappearance from 
time to time of the ghost of murdered Poland. The soul of 
Poland might still exist but it was tightly imprisoned on all 
sides. 

The declaration of war in August, 1914, opened up for the 
Poles a gloomy and agonizing pros])ect. After a century and 
more of grievous oppression, they saw themselves herded together 
in the ranks of the German, Austrian, and Russian armies, about 
to be hurled against each other in fratit'^idal strife, brother 
pitted against brother, and both against their mother country. 
There followed four years of varied horror; the state of siege 
with all its vexations and cruelties toward those suspected of not 
being loyal to their oppressors, and who should not be so sus- 
pected.?^ four years of invasion and counter-invasion, of armies 
moving back and forth and systematically ravaging or robbing 
as they moved; four years of terrible isolation from all friends, 
of ignorance of what was going on in the world, an ignorance 
only diversified by the lying or embroidered acco^nts of Austrian 
or German news agencies, relieved very infrequently by a little 
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precise information from some person who had miraculously 
managed to get out of the country and then back again, and 
who was able to report things not to the liking of the Austrian 
and German 'general staffs. 

What hope was there for the Poles in such a war? In what- 
ever direction they might turn, what could they see but continued 
subjection to others? If the Central Powers should win, Russia 
might be compelled to give up her Poles, but who would get 
them, if not the Austrians and Germans? If Austria and Ger- 
many should lose, would not the outcome be merely the reverse, 
subjection to Russia instead of to Austria and Germany? To be 
sure, throughout the war, the one side or the other tried, as its 
fortunes waned or waxed for the moment, to lure the Poles to 
Jiearty co-operation against its enemies by promising them a re- 
stored and united Poland in the end, but the promises were al- 
ways specious, always qualified by some ambiguity or reservation 
that rendered them null, or nearly so, in the eyes of the Poles, 
whose experience in the past with the triple band of oppressors 
did not lead them to repose an unlimited confidence in them now. 
The burnt child fears the fire and fearfully keeps at a safe 
distance from its dangerous and deceptive warmth. 

The only hope for the Poles in the war was that both sides, 
Russia on the one hand, and Germany and Austria on the other, 
should come out of it defeated. And such a hope could not 
reasonably be entertained, so preposterous it seemed. Neverthe- 
less, the preposterous haj^pened. Russia was defeated by the 
Central Powers and compelled to sign the treaty of Brest-Litovsk. 
The Central Powers w^ere defeated by the Allies and compelled to 
sign the Versailles and other treaties. The ground was cleared 
for a new structure, and one more substantial and more com- 
fortable for its occupants than that whose uncertain and shadowy 
plans had, during the war, been dangled before them by their 
oppressors. ^ 

Long before the opening of the Conference of Paris the 
problem of Poland had been envisaged from a very different angle 
than that of the partitioning powers. As early as May, 1917, 
the attitude of the Poles themselves w^as defined by the Polish 
members of •the Austrian Parliament who declared that the 
desire of the Polish nation w^as to have restored an independent 
and united Poland with access to the sea.” More important, 
because having more force behind it, was the opinion of the 
Entente Powers, ^hose education in tliis matter, as in others, 
had been backward but was now beginning to catch up with the 
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possibilities and requirements of the situation. On January 5 , 
1918, Lloyd George, stating that he was speaking “ for the nation 
and the Empire as a whole declared that an independent 
Poland, comprising all those genuinely Polish elemerlts who desire 
to form part of it, is an urgent necessity for the stability of 
Western Europe,” This was putting the project on high and 
permanent grounds. An independent Polish nation was declared 
necessary not only because the Poles themselves might desire it 
but because it was essential to the stability of Western Europe, 
that is, because it would be of direct benefit to England and 
France and Italy and other states, as well as to the Poles. 
Three daj^s later, on January 8, 1918, President Wilson expressed 
practically the same thought when, in the thirteenth of his 
fourteen points which must be secured in order that this world 
‘‘ be made fit and safe to live in,” he said : An independent 

Polish State should be erected which should include the territories 
inhabited by indisputably Polish populations, which should be 
assured a free and secure access to the sea, and whose political 
and economic and territorial integrity should be guaranteed by 
international covenant.” 

Thus, before the Conference of Paris met, the existence of a 
restored Poland was recognized by the victors who gave to 
Poland two votes in the Conference itself, as they gave two to 
Czecho-Slovakia, Roumania, Greece, and others. 

But the Polish problem was not solved by these and other 
similar pronouncements ; it was merely stated as a problem which 
ought to be solved in conformity with certain fundamental 
principles. It was the business of the Conference to apply those 
principles in detail to the actual facts of the situation, to deter- 
mine just what was an “ indisputably Polish population,” what 
precise territories included it, and what exactly would constitute 

a free and secure access to the sea.” If Poland was to be 
restored, and all the Allies were agreed tha^ she was to be, what 
was Poland anyway.^ She was already recH)gnized as an inde- 
pendent state in the Conference of Paris, casting two votes on 
occasion, but she was a state without boundaries; evidently no 
seemly or safe condition for any state, young or old, to be in. 
This was a matter that must be attended to at oncl. 

A most perplexing matter it was and one that was to drag 
distressingly and to be settled to no one’s satisfaction; one, 
indeed, that was settled only piece by piece. A beginning was 
made in the Treaty of Versailles, which defined! the boundary on 
the side of Germany ; which, in other words, decided what terri- 
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tories Germany should give up to the new state. This was the 
most important aspect of the whole subject, although it was only 
one aspect. Into the details of the long argument and the com- 
plicated, invdlved decision we cannot enter here. Suffice it to say 
that Poland received the larger part of Posen and a part of the 
province of West Prussia. Most of East Prussia was to remain 
German but in two sections plebiscites were to be held in order 
to determine the wishes of the people, in the Marienwerder and 
the Allenstein districts. The access to the sea was provided 
for by the famous “ corridor,” a comparatively narrow strip of 
territory indisputably Polish in population. This arrange- 
ment has been denounced by the critics of the Treaty of Ver- 
sailles on the ground that this corridor cuts off Germany from 
the province of East Prussia, largely left to her, and that this is 
something the Germans can never be expected permanently to 
endure. The wisdom and justice of the decision have been suc- 
cinctly and convincingly presented by an authority on Polii^h 
history, as follows : “ Certainly it would be an undesirable 

arrangement if there were any just way of avoiding it. But it 
may be remarked, in the first place, that this is the only solution 
of the problem that corresponds to the ethnographic situation, 
to the unhappy way in which Germans and Poles have come to 
be distributed here as the result of centuries of conflict. This 
solution merely restores the territorial situation that existed for 
three hundred years down to the time of the First Partition. 
Moreover, the continuity of German territory cannot be main- 
tained without denying Poland access to the sea. Either East 
Prussia wdll have to trade wdth Germany across Polish territory 
or Poland will have to trade with the outside w^orld across German 
territory. It is a question of balancing the respective interests 
at stake. And who will argue that the right of the million and 
a half Germans in East Prussia to have a land connection with 
Germany (they will always have an easy communication by sea) 
outweighs the righf^ of over twenty million Poles in the hinterland 
to a secure access to the Baltic.?* Clearly the Polish interest 
involved is incomparably the greater and ought to take prece- 
dence. Every effort has been made in the Peace Treaty to assure 
untrammeh^ railway and trade communications between Germany 
and East Prussia across the intervening Polish territory. 
Further than that it seems unnecessary to go to secure the 
interests of the rather small, detached German colony around 
Konigsberg.” ^ • 

1 l^rd, in Aaskins and Lord, Some Problems of the Peace Conference, 
pages 179-180. 
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But the control of the corridor to the sea would be of slight 
advantage without control of its natural terminus, the port of 
Danzig* Danzig is the end of the corridor, the port of entry, 
the port of exit, for the Vistula, the great rivet of Poland. 
Danzig had belonged to the former Polish republic and had 
greatly prospered as all the ocean commerce of the country had 
passed through its harbor. Prussia acquired it in 1793 in the 
Second Partition. Very prosperous and contented under Polish 
rule, Danzig largely lost its prosperity under the Germans. 
The Poles, because tliey regarded the city as rightfully theirs 
and also because it was their only possible outlet to the sea, 
expected that it would be included in the new state. That it 
was not was owing to the opposition of Lloyd George, with whom 
President Wilson was persuaded to agree, Clemenceau ac- 
quiescing, though unwillingly. The reason given for not doing 
the obvious thing was that Danzig and the region round about, 
with a population of about 300,000, was overwhelmingly German 
in stock and speech and sympathy, that it was undesirable to 
incorporate in Poland so large a body of persons who would 
necessarily be a discontented and therefore a weakening element 
in the state. The reason is not impressive coming from men who 
lapsed easily from the principle here involved in their settlement 
of other questions that came before them. Three hundred 
thousand Germans of the Austrian Tyrol were handed over to 
Italy on strategic grounds and three million to Czecho-Slovakia 
on historic grounds. The same arguments might have been 
applied to Danzig with greater force from the point of view of 
Polish national defense and with equal force from that of 
historic right. 

The Conference of Paris, instead, saw fit to make a most 
complicated and artificial arrangement. It took Danzig from 
Germany but did not give it to Poland. It provided tliat it 
should be made a Free City or State under the protection of 
the League of Nations and with close connections with Poland. 
It promised that the Allied Powers should negotiate a treaty 
between the Free City and the Republic of I^oland whereby the 
latter should include the former within its customs barriers, 
whereby a part of the port should be constituted a ‘ifree zone,*’ 
and whereby also Poland should have tlie free and unrestricted 
use of the docks and quays necessary for the free movement of 
exports and imports. Poland is to have charge of the foreign 
affairs of the Free City as well as of the protection of its citizens 
abroad. Poland is assured the control of the j^kilways, post 
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ofSces, telegraph and telephone systems that connect her with 
Danzig. The executive of the Free City is a High Commissioner 
appointed by the League of Nations. A diplomatic representa- 
tive of the Polish Government stationed at Danzig acts as 
intermediary between the Republic and the Free City. 

Thus the three hundred thousand people in this zone of 1800 
square kilometers are subject to three governments, to their own 
in some respects, to the Polish in certain others, and in still 
others, to the League of Nations, representing some fifty states. 
It would not be easy to organize a system that would expose 
more surfaces to friction, and it need occasion no surprise that 
serious friction has already occurred. The High Commissioners 
thus far appointed by the League of Nations have been English- 
men. In 1920, when the Russians invaded Poland and came with- 
in twelve miles of Warsaw, the precariousness of Poland’s famous 

access to the sea ” and the dangers to her national safety that 
lay in these complicated arrangements were abundantly estab- 
lished, the fragility of paper guarantees in the practical exigen- 
cies of life again amply demonstrated. The course of that 
campaign, so critical for the Poles, brought into harsh light the 
importance of the question of Danzig.” The Poles, could they 
or could they not use the port which the Treaty of Versailles 
had placed at their disposal.?^ For six critical weeks in July and 
August, 1920, they could not. The dockers of the port refused 
to unload an English boat carrying munitions for Poland. The 
Poles replied by cutting off food supplies which were on their 
way to Danzig. The fear of famine generated troubles. A mob 
of 20,000 persons went to the palace of the High Commissioner 
and began to smash in its doors when the Prussian police arrived 
and re-established order with macliine guns. There were several 
kill and wounded. German workmen, armed with clubs and 
knives, started a mad luint for Poles. Some time later the Dan- 
zig laborers permitted British soldiers to unload the munitions, 
which reached their destination, not, to be sure, when the need 
was greatest, but in the fulness of time. 

This was hardly the unrestricted enjoyment, the free use of a 
port. All ^through the year, in fact, there was almost constant 
wrangling between the German and Polish elements in the Free 
City, much contention between the Free City and Poland, and 
frequent appeals were taken by one or both from the decisions 
of the High Commissioner to the supreme authority, the Council 
of the Lcagi^ of Nations. 

Whether the relations between the various elements of this 
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complex construction will with the lapse of time become smooth 
and normal; whether economic advantage will make its influence 
felt in reconciling the Danzigers with the Poles, since the fact is 
that if Danzig is necessary to Poland, Poland is likewise neces- 
sary to Danzig; whether the magic touch of mutual and recip- 
rocal self-interest will sufBce to make an artificial and involved 
arrangement work practically in a reasonably orderly and bene- 
ficent way remains to be seen. It can only be said that the 
experiment thus far has* not been of a character to inspire 
excessive optimism. 

In another section of former Prussia, it was provided by the 
Treaty of Versailles that the new boundary line shauld be drawn 
only after a consultation of the people concerned, namely, in 
Upper . Silesia. That the majority of population there was 
Polish-speaking was indisputable. The proportion of Poles to 
Germans was 65% to 35% for the region as a whole. But did 
speech indicate preference? And even if it did was that the 
only thing to be taken into account? 

So strong was the claim of Poland that the Peace Conference 
originally decided to grant Upper Silesia to her outright, but 
toward the end of its sessions, under the influence of the vigorous 
German protests and the criticism of the British Labor Party, 
Lloyd George succeeded in reo])ening the matter and in effecting 
a different arrangement. Upper Silesia was a most important 
mining and industrial section of Germany. It had produced, 
before the war, a fourth of Germany’s coal, more than 42,000,000 
tons a year. It was rich in lead and zinc. The prospect of losing 
so valuable a territory aroused the Germans to bitter protest, and 
it was finally decided that the people of Upper Silesia should 
express their wishes and that after they had done so, the principal 
Allied and Associated Powers should draw the boundary line, 
taking into account not only the showing of the plebiscite but 
the geographical and economic conditions o^ tlie region as well. 

By this decision the Conference precipitated a long and stormy 
struggle w'hich lasted over two years, which inflamed the passions 
of Poles and Germans to fever heat, which led to warlike acts 
within the fated area itself, and which incidentally strained the 
relations of the Allied Powers among themselves almost to the 
snapping-point. Into the multitudinous and most exciting 
details of this chapter of contemporary liistory, it is quite impos- 
sible to enter here. On several occasions it seemed as if war 
might again break out over the application d{ yiis supposed 
pacific method of adjusting differences. The plebiscite, when it 
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was finally held on March 20, 1921, resulted in a total of 717,000 
votes for Germany to 483,000 for Poland. In 664 districts 
there was a perman majority, in 597 a Polish. It was for the 
Allies to draw the line in view of all the relevant facts, but the 
Allies could not agree. Indeed, the relations of France and 
England, the former favoring the Poles, the latter the Germans, 
became so tense as to threaten a rupture. Unable to come to a 
decision themselves, the Allied Powers finally referred the matter 
to the Council of the League of Nations, agreeing to accept its 
decision. In October, 1921, the Council rendered its decision, 
which was to divide the industrial region between Germany and 
Poland, and it drew the frontier accordingly. But, the Council 
declared that, “ owing to the geographical distribution of the 
population and the mixture of the racial elements, any division 
of this destrict must inevitably result in leaving relatively large 
minorities on both sides of the line and in separating important 
interests.” As this industrial region had long been a unit it 
would be desirable to provide for the continuance of its normal 
economic life for a period of years. Thus an abrupt cutting of 
economic connections could be avoided and the necessary read- 
justments could be made gradually. The Council, therefore, 
recommended that a general convention be concluded to this end 
between Germany and Poland, covering such matters as railways, 
water and electric power, postal service, coal and mine products, 
employees’ and workers’ federations, social insurance, and freedom 
of movement between the respective zones, and the protection 
of racial minorities. During the provisional period, which was 
to last fifteen years. Upper Silesia should be under a special 
regime. To superintend the execution of these provisional 
arrangements, a Mixed Commission was to be set up, composed 
of an equal number of Germans and Poles with a president of 
some other nationality, to be designated by the Council of the 
League of Nation^-. These recommendations have since been 
incorporated in an elaborate agreement worked out between 
Germany and Poland. 

The region whose status has thus been determined, after much 
discussion and contention, covers about 4000 square miles and 
had a population in 1919 of a little over 2,000,000. Its impor- 
tance is due, as has been said, to its rich coal and zinc mines and 
to its highly developed iron and steel industries. The decision 
of the Council of the League of Nations, which was formally 
ratified by tl^e Allies, gives to Poland about 1,300 square miles, 
less than a third of the total area, but this zone includes 47 per 
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cent, of the population, three-fourths of the coal production, all 
of the zinc mines and works, practically all of the iron mines, 
and half of the capacity of the steel industries. ^ 

Before the war the mines in Upper Silesia, which are now 
allotted to Poland, produced about 32,000,000 tons of coal, 
those now allotted to Germany about 10,000,000 tons. Germany 
produced in 1913, leaving out of account Alsace-Lorraine and the 
Saar Basin, 174,000,000 tons, of which the area now assigned to 
Poland produced about 19 per cent. As the pre-war production 
in the territory of Poland, outside of Upper Silesia, was about 

9.000. 000 tons, the production of Poland will be increased between 
three and four times. As her pre-war consumption was about 

18.000. 000, it is evident that Poland may, for some time, be a 
coal-exporting country, until at least her own industrial life 
is much more developed than it is at present. 

The decision, then, allots to Poland decidedly more of the 
mineral wealtli and manufacturing industries of Upper Silesia 
than it allots to Germany. Germany, however, retains more than 
two-thirds of the territory and much the larger amount of 
agricultural and forest land. 

The Upper Silesian plebiscite was the last of those ordered by 
the conference of Paris for the purpose of aiding in the deter- 
mination of the boundaries of the future Germany. Meanwhile, 
the plebiscites required in the districts of Marienwerdcr on the 
Vistula and of Allenstein or Mazuria had resulted in favor of 
Germany. The population in those districts, while Polish in 
speech, was Protestant in religion and Jiad never felt the spell 
of the Polish nationalist movement. 

By the series of decisions which have thus been described, the 
western boundary of the new Republic of J\>land was defined, the 
boundary, that is, between Poland and Germany. But this was 
only a part of the problem. The southern and eastern bound- 
aries also presented problems of some diffi^mlty and required 
much time for settlement. 

Upper Silesia had not, for six or seven centuries, been a part of 
Poland, but south of the Carpathian Mountains there was a large 
Austrian province, Galicia, which had belonged to the Polish king- 
dom and which had constituted Austria’s part of the fiooty of the 
three partitions. The collapse of Austria, in 1918, resulted in 
setting this district adrift. But what its future status should be 
was not entirely obvious or simple. The western part of the prov- 
ince was overwhelmingly Polish in race but the eastern part pre- 
sented a mixture of peoples, Poles, Ruthenians and Jews. Here 
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the Poles represent only 27% of the population but they have al- 
ways been the dominant class. Their rule has latterly been re- 
sented, but ineffectually, by the Ruthenians, who constitute 69% 
of the total population. The Ruthenians are of the same race 
as the Little Russians or, to use a term that has become current 
during recent years, the Ukrainians. For many centuries the 
Poles and Ruthenians lived peaceably together but the develop- 
ment of the sense of nationalism in the nineteenth century 
ultimately touched this corner of the world as it touched and 
transformed so many others. The ground was not very favor- 
able for the new seed, since the Ruthenians were nearly all poor 
and ignorant peasants, with only a small educated class of pro- 
fessional men, too small to furnish adequate leadership. Never- 
theless, the anti-Polish feeling of the Ruthenians grew, greatly 
favored by the Austrian government, true to its traditional policy 
of stirring up the races under its rule against each other so that 
the one might neutralize the other and none be strong enough to 
prevail. The Germans, too, stimulated by devious processes the 
growth of the Ukrainian movement as a way of annoying and 
possibly menacing both Russia and Austria. 

This Ruthenian nationalism, partly natural, partly artificial 
in origin, had not developed sufficient coherence or sufficient clear- 
ness of aim to be in a position to act effectively at that moment 
of unusual liquidation and rearrangement which was furnished 
by the end of the war. Although the Ruthenians only numbered 
about three and a half million, they were divided into two parties, 
one wishing the creation of an independent Ukrainian nation, 
the other some kind of a union with Russia, though not until 
after Russia had purged herself of Bolshevism. 

For some time after 1918 a confused and sanguinary struggle 
unrolled itself in Eastern Galicia, a region that had been fought 
over during four years by Russians and Austrians, and terribly 
devastated. There^ow followed more fighting and more devasta- 
tion, this time at the hands of Poles and Ukrainians. The Peace 
Conference intervened only to show its powerlessness. The 
Poles had no intention of losing so large a province and insisted 
upon its complete inco;’poration within the Republic of Poland. 
In the end, aher much pulling and hauling with the Allies, they 
practically achieved their purpose. Galicia will form an integral 
part of the Polish state. 

We have not yet exhausted the difficulties encountered fcy 
resurrected PcjJafld in the initial and necessary work of getting 
her boundaries defined. We have discussed the problems 
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presented in the west and south. In the east, also, there were 
complications. Where should the boundary line between Poland 
and Russia be fixed? After the revolution of March, 1917, result- 
ing in the overthrow of Nicholas II, the Provisional Government 
of Russia under Prince Lvov recognized the principle of an 
independent Polish state including all regions with an indisputable 
Polish ethnic majority.” But the distressing fact is that here 
as in many other parts of Europe ethnography speaks with a 
dubious voice, in most uncertain tones. There arc large debat- 
able zones in which there are no “ indisputable ” ethnic majorities 
and yet such regions must be placed somewhere, either on the 
one side or on the other of the projected frontier. 

The eastern boundary of Poland was still more difficult to 
draw because Russia was not a member of the Conference of 
Paris, because the Allies were not at war with her, and because 
they had no right and no desire to dispose of her territory 
without her consent. Moreover, they had no diplomatic rela- 
tions with her and, therefore, negotiations were impracticable. 
Yet the question was one which did not admit of indefinite post- 
ponement. Consequently the Conference in December, 1919, 
drew a provisional eastern boundary for Poland. This, the 
so-called Curzon line ” the Poles refused to accept, as sacrificing 
too much, and by later direct negotiations with the Soviet Govern- 
ment they were able to secure a line much farther east and 
consequently giving them a much larger territory (Treaty of 
Riga, signed March 18, 1921). 

Thus it was not until nearly three years after the independence 
of Poland had been solemnly proclaimed, on November 9, 1918, 
that her boundaries were definitely defined, nor were they even 
then entirely defined, for the line between Poland and the new 
state of Lithuania was still uncertain. Here contention centered 
particularly about the city of Vilna, and gave rise in time to an 
ineffectual attempt at mediation by the League of Nations. In 
April, 1923, the Council of Allied Ambassadors finally recognized 
the fait accompli and definitely assigned V^ilna to Poland. Thus 
ended the long and difficult process of establisliing the frontiers 
of the resurrected republic. 

This decision concerning Vilna ])rompted the Lithuanians to 
an act of imitation. They seized by force the important port of 
Memel, placed by the Treaty of Versailles at the disposition of 
the Allies. As year after year had gone by with no determination 
by the latter as to its future status the IJthu&nj^ns resolved to 
precipitate a decision. Their action in settling the question by 
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force ultimately received the sanction of the Council of Am- 
bassadors, a sanction enveloped in phrases designed to save the 
face of the latter body, whose power and. pretentions had been 
so nonchalantly flouted. 

The new Poland, one of the notable by-products of the World 
War, has within it the potentiality of becoming, under favoring 
conditions, almost a Great Power. In area it is the sixth state 
of contemporary Europe and covers about 150,000 square miles. 
Only Russia, Germany, France, Great Britain, and Spain are 
larger in territory. Poland’s population, as shown by the first 
census (1921) taken since independence was achieved, exceeds 
27,000,000, placing her fifth among the states of the Continent, 
outranking Spain. Her natural resources are rich and varied. 
Her forests are extensive and her soil naturally fertile. Impor- 
tant deposits of coal and oil, of zinc and lead, of salt and potash 
render possible a large industrial development, which, indeed, had 
successfully begun under Russian and Prussian rule. Warsaw 
in 1921 had a population of over 900,000 and Lodz, the chief 
manufacturing center, of nearly half a million. Animated by 
the stirring and poignant memories of a great and tragic past, 
stubborn and unshaken in devotion to the national ideals, Poland 
has awakened from the long period of subjection and, elate with 
the newly acquired freedom and independence, presses forward 
with eagerness and hopefulness to her new destinies, whatever 
they may be. A self-reliant, hardy, energetic people, long 
tempered in the hot furnace of adversity and misfortune, tough 
in fiber and resolute in purpose, the Poles are well aware that 
not all the perils have been avoided, and are conscious of the 
opportunity that has come to them, after incredible vicissitudes 
of fortune, to attain a healthier national life than they have ever 
known, if only they themselves reveal sufficient intelligence and 
character, a sufficiently true and accurate sense of measure and 
reality. 

But more will Ixf^needed for the preservation and development 
of restored Poland than the mind and soul of her own people can 
furnish, for the difficulties and dangers, within and without, that 
menace the future, are numerous and grave. Called into renewed 
existence by the victory of the Allies, that existence will be 
threatened by anything that may undermine the harmony of the 
Allies in their determination to preserve the new European order 
which their victory has brought forth and which is embodied in 
the various treaties. Created at the expense of Germany and 
Russia and Aifstria, out of territories long ruled by them, Poland 
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has, in those three powers, the possible and even probable enemies 
of the future. The enmity of Austria may be disregarded 
because of the utter collapse and impotence of that state. But 
a reorganized and ambitious Russia would constitute a formid- 
able danger toward the east, and Germany, it may be affirmed 
with practical certitude, is and will remain the sworn enemy of 
Poland, hating her very existence, and resolved, wlien conditions 
favor, to end it. Should either neighbor attack her, or more 
serious still, should both combine to repeat in tlie twentieth 
century the notorious achievement of tlie eighteenth and to effect 
a new partition, Poland’s independence could only be safeguarded 
by her sponsors of Versailles, chiefly France and England, or by 
other factors in an international situation which slie would herself 
not be in a position to control. The viability of Poland, like 
that of the other states of central Euro])e which have issued 
fresh or greatly remodeled from the peace deliberations of Paris 
and its suburbs, will long be more or less precarious, dependent 
upon circumstances, not all of which can be foreseen. Something 
more than the vigilance and wisdom of lier rulers will be required 
if she is successfully to surmount the dangers that environ her 
from her geographical position and the animosities which have 
thus far dogged her footsteps and which inhere in her very 
situation. 

There are complications, also, of an internal nature, which 
throw many a shadow before her. One of these is the difficulty 
of welding together into a firm and homogeneous unity three very 
dissimilar sections, each of which has had a different history and 
been long subjected to different formative influences, each of 
which had left a distinct trace behind. Before the war there 
had been three Polands, Russian Poland, the largest, with 
Warsaw as its center, Austrian Poland, or Galicia, with its 
capital at Cracow, and Prussian Poland, revolving about the city 
of Posen. Each section had lived under a different regime for 
well over a hundred years and the iniYU’ess of so long a period 
could not fail to be profound. The laws, tlie institutions, the 
economic conditions, the policies of each of the three partition- 
ing powers had differed, and the three groups of the same family 
had lived a different life. The result was a more or less different 
mentality and outlook and competence characterizing each group. 
Uniting the three branches of this distracted and unhappy family 
was the powerful, unconquerable sense of nationality which tran- 
scended frontiers, the ever-present consciousne^ss of a glorious 
past and of a hateful present, the spell of a history that could not 



LACK OF POLITICAL EDUCATION 


845 


be forgotten, the intangible, indestructible cement of a common 
patriotism. But, nevertheless, the three sections were unlike 
socially, politically, economically. German Poland was the most 
prosperous and progressive. The Poles of Austria had enjoyed 
a greater measure of political power, and had, therefore, had a 
greater opportunity for a certain education in the arts of govern- 
ment and administration. The Poles of Russia represented on 
the whole a lower stage of development, having been associated 
with a less intelligent, a more backward society. 

The leaders of the new Poland, therefore, were confronted with 
the preliminary and formidable task of fusing into a single body 
of citizens three great aggregations of people whose bondage to 
three masters had made three peoples standing on different 
planes of development, more or less lacking in comprehension of 
each other, unaccustomed, necessarily, to team-work since that 
was the fundamental consequence of their having been imprisoned 
into three compartments as nearly hermetically sealed against 
each other as the fear and the ingenuity of the three oppressors 
could contrive. The three Polands lived side by side but were 
more or less strangers to each other. Such was the essential 
meaning of their fate, of their having been divided into three 
troops of captives subject to other wills than their own, of their 
hard, involuntary servitude. An incidental and important con- 
sequence of this state of affairs was that the natural leaders of 
the three fragments of this disrupted family knew each other 
imperfectly, had had no training in co-operation and no respon- 
sibility in the conduct of affairs. Only in Galicia had the Poles 
possessed a certain automony, only there had they had a certain 
political training. The education which the Poles had not been 
able to secure in bondage they must secure in freedom, at a 
moment of unparalleled difficulty, a moment filled with imperative 
and distracting problems of every kind, all clamoring for 
immediate solution. The Poles must, from the nature of the 
case, learn the baffling art of statesmanship in the hard school 
of experience, at the very moment when they were engaged in 
the most exacting of all enterprises, the creation of a state. 
But they came to their task with the exhilaration of men freed 
at last froifi degrading servitude and for whom the doors of 
opportunity had finally been flung wide open. 

Everything had to be created quickly. The state itself, the 
army, the educational system, .systems of taxation, of law, of 
administration, ifieasurcs of relief for a people that had suffered 
desperately from the war, all must be improvised, and improvisa- 
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tion means haste and waste. The vast work of reconstruction 
must be begun forthwith by a people that was utterly impover- 
ished, whose fields had been ravaged, whose industries had been 
destroyed, whose tools and machines had been stolen or wrecked, 
whose factories had in many cases been burned or blown up by 
the Germans, whose railroads and highways had gone, for long 
stretches, to wrack and ruin. How to build a habitable home 
for the new nation when most of the means were lacking, how to 
restore the agencies of an ordered and efficient economic and 
social life in a land whose people were very poor and very hungry, 
that was the problem. Making bricks without straw is easy 
by comparison. 

But the Poles went at it undismayed. The clearing away of 
the colossal w^reckage, the building uy) of the new social fabric 
would require years and years, but the labor was begun on tlic 
morrow of the armistice. 

Poland’s independence was proclaimed on November 9, 1918, 
the day when the thrones of Germany were falling ‘‘ in cascades.” 
Five days later General Joseph Pilsudski, freed from the Magde- 
burg prison where he had been confined for more than fifteen 
months, assumed, in resy^onse to the y)ractically unanimous voice 
of the Polish nation, the leadershiy) in the state and immediately 
convoked a Constituent Assembly which confirmed him in his 
office. Though quite unknown outside of Poland, Pilsudski was 
known to every Pole and was regarded as the natural and pre- 
destined chief, the first President of the Republic of Poland. 
This was not the first time, as, for instance, was shown by the 
history of America, when a trusted military leader became the 
chief political factor in tlie state. 

Pilsudski w'as a Pole, born in 1867 on the family estate near 
Vilna, in that Lithuania which had long formed a willing yiart 
of historic Poland and which had furnished many distinguished 
figures to Polish history, among them Koscii\sko and Mickiewicz, 
As a student of medicine at the University of Kharkov, he had 
incurred the disfavor of the Russian government and had, in 
1888, been banished for five years to Siberia. Returning to 
Poland he managed for eight years to elude the Russian police. 
Caught at last, in 1900, he feigned insanity, devising new forms 
of madness. After about a year in a lunatic asylum, he escaped 
to London, at that time one of the chief centers of the Polish 
Socialist Party. In 1902 he was back in Russia again. 

He can hardly be described as a Socialist in' tl^e usual mean- 
ing of the term,” says a well-informed writer in The New 



JOSEPH PILSUDSKI 


847 


Europe. He is a nationalist with foresight and a Socialist 
without faith. Imbued with the traditions of the old Polish 
fighters for liberty, of the Legionaries who had followed 
Napoleon, and of the Polish Democrats who had started the 
insurrections of 1830 and 1863, he is a spiritual descendant 
of the Europe of Garibaldi and Mazzini. He and his associates 
from the Right Wing of the Polish Socialist Party adhered to 
socialism because they recognized in it the only powerful revolu- 
tionary and democratic force of our time — and their supreme 
aim was by revolutionary means to win Polish independence.” 

Not primarily interested in the labor problem and yet with 
considerable knowledge and understanding of it, Pilsudski’s chief 
preoccupation was political in nature, the recovery, by whatever 
method circumstances might favor, of Polish independence. His 
was a life, therefore, of secret preparation and intrigue, to 
which for many years he was dedicated. Forced to manoeuvre 
incessantly, to burrow secretly underground, in order to avoid 
the authorities who were always on the watch for him, his activity 
was mainly directed toward the creation of at least the nucleus 
of a Polish army, which might, at some critical juncture, emerge 
from secrecy, equipped with leaders, well-trained, ready, and 
capable of expansion. 

All this preparation aimed at armed revolution against Tsarist 
Russia, and when the war came Pilsudski and his men fought 
for a while on the anti-Russian side. But in 1915 he stopped 
recruiting for the army which he had himself created. He was 
determined not to develop a force which could be used by Austria 
and Germany, for their own advantage, not for that of the Poles. 
He desired a Poland independent not only of Russia but of the 
Central Powers as well. His attitude brought him into conflict 
witli the military authorities of Austria and Germany and 
landed him ultimately in the prison of Magdeburg. But his 
preliminary work had been so well done that it continued to 
develop in secrecy even after he had himself been seized and 
deported to Germany. 

Pilsudski had proved himself the most determined anti-German 
as well as anti-Russian leader in Poland. This fact was also 
attested by^Prince Max of Baden, the momentary chancellor of 
the tumbling German Empire. On November 2, 1918, the Prince 
wired to Warsaw that he would release Pilsudski only provided 
he abandon his hostile attitude with regard to the Occupying 
Powers, which h&s led to his removal from Poland.” A few days 
later the revolution in Germany liberated the stubborn prisoner 
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and caused the transient occupant of Bismarck’s chair to vanish 
incontinently from the scene. 

Sucli had been the career of the first President of the Republic 
of Poland. He had given evidence of the possession of excep- 
tional abilities as a soldier, as an organizer. Whether there was 
in him the making of a statesman remained to be seen. The 
moment was one that called loudly for an able steersman and 
strategist upon the dangerous field of politics, national and inter- 
national. A people tlireatened with starvation, hungry for land, 
divided into parties reactionary and radical, and environed by 
enemies, had sore need of a moderating influence, and of sagacity 
as well as of courage in high places. 

One of Pilsudski’s early acts was the appointment as prime 
minister of the man who was in the opinion of the world Poland’s 
most widely known and most distinguished citizen, Ignace 
Paderewski. Paderewski, an intense patriot, was also a citizen 
of the world. As a great musician liis name had long been 
familiar not only to the people of every country of Europe, but 
to Americans, to Australians, to all the tribes of men. What 
had not been generally known before, this master pianist of the 
age, now prime minister by one of the romantic twists of an 
epoch rich in surprises, showed that he was an accomplished 
diplomat, a student of history and economics, a storehouse of 
political information, an engaging personality, with influential 
friends in every land. His rare intellectual equij^ment and his 
wide personal contacts had from the beginning of the war been 
placed at the service of his country, to its great advantage. In 
Switzerland at the outbreak of the conflict, Paderewski organized 
a Polish Relief association which soon had branches in other 
lands. Coming to America in 1915 he exercised a great influence 
upon the millions of Poles of this country. He, himself, raised 
perhaps $150,000 by concerts and addresses for tlie aid of his 
countrymen in distress and was the agent of raising many times 
that amount. When America entered the war he earnestly urged 
the American Poles to go to the front, and during the war perhaps 
two hundred thousand of them fought under tlie American flag. 
He also offered France a Polish Legion, which was accepted and 
which fought at Chateau-Thierry. He founded a Pohsh National 
Committee in Paris to work for the interests of his country, to 
plead its cause, to secure friends for the hour of opportunity 
which might come. 

This man, who knew Europe so well and wtfo so well known, 
became Prime Minister and Minister of Eorcign Affairs is 
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January, 1919. In the following month, a general election was 
held for a Constituent Assembly. The election resulted in the 
return of about 400 members favorable to the ministry, about 
80 Socialists* and 15 Jews. Paderewski’s tenure of office was 
to prove brief, lasting only from January to December, 1919, 
but it filled a critical year and its achievements were of the 
first importance. By his position it was his duty to control 
the work of the Polish delegation at the Conference of Paris 
and to lay the treaties of peace concluded there before the 
Polish Parliament. This he did, securing the ratification of 
the Treaty of Versailles on August 1, 1919, by 285 votes to 41. 
But, despite this victory, his prestige was diminished and his 
position shaken, because, while the Poles gained much at Paris, 
they did not gain all that they desired. The arrangements 
concerning Danzig and Upper Silesia gave great offense, the 
Poles regarding both of these territories as rightly theirs and 
as necessary to their prosperity and their security. When, 
later in the year, Paderewski was obliged to appear before the 
Parliament as the supj)orter or apologist of other unpopular 
measures of the Allies, one concerning the rights of minorities, 
which offended the amour-propre of the Poles and seemed an 
infringement upon their sovereignty, and another concerning 
the disposition of Eastern Galicia, his explanations and appeals 
failed to carry conviction and he was forced to resign. These 
measures were little more satisfactory to him than to his critics, 
but he had the wisdom, which is essential to the statesman if 
he would be successful, and not a futile doctrinaire, to be 
content with what one can get out of a highly competitive world 
in which there are other minds and other interests than one’s 
own, confiding in the hope that a more sympathetic future may 
consent to favorable rectifications and adjustments. 

We have seen that the boundaries of Poland were difficult tc^ 
draw and that the process of drawling them was not complete in 
1919 and that their permanence, once drawn, was exposed to 
many dangers. The new republic, born of the war, was not des- 
tined to know relief from war for long months after the cessa- 
tion of the great conflict upon the main tlieaters of operation. 
Owing to the dilatoriness, the mistaken judgments, and the multi- 
ple distractions of the Conference of Paris, many contentious mat- 
ters w^ere long left dangling in various parts of Europe, where a 
prompt decision might possibly have averted conflicts. Thus in 
1919 the Poles hud Czecho-Slovaks came to the verge of war 
over the possession of the valuable coal lands of the former 
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Austrian duchy of Teschen, an inauspicious beginning of relations^ 
between the two newly-liberated neighbors. A highly indus- 
trialized and populous though not extensive area, Teschen was 
a valuable prize, lying temptingly on the border of the two 
countries and with a mixed Czech and Polish population. The 
Prime Minister of Great Britain later admitted in the House of 
Commons that he “ had never heard ’’ of Teschen but that that 
unknown spot had very nearly produced an angry conflict 
between two Allied States, and we had to interrupt the pro- 
ceedings and try and settle the affairs at Teschen.” This 
unwelcome intruder upon tlie deliberations of the great seriously 
annoyed the Conference of Paris, impeding its progress, and con- 
stituting a dangerous point of tension and unrest, likely at any 
moment to affect injuriously the interests of Europe and its 
peace. It was not until the middle of the following year (July, 
1920) that the five Great Powers (America included), divided 
the little ducliy between the two republics in sucli a way as to 
secure to Poland the towm of Teschen while to Czecho-Slovakia 
were given the coal mines and an important stretch of railway?^ 
Thus tardily was one of the minor difficulties in the rearrangje- 
ment of Europe settled without further recourse to arms. 

Throughout 1919 the Poles w^erc at war with the Bolsheviks^ 
encouraged in this by the Allies, whose policy, though vacillating;, 
was to regard the Poles as defenders of the first line against 
those w^ould-be revolutionizers of the world. In the autumn of 
that year the Bolsheviks were prepared to make peace on Poland’s 
terms, but the Poles were advised by the Allies to continue fight- 
ing and in the following year the conflict widened out and passed 
through several swift and dramatic ])hases. To the southeast 
the Poles invaded the I'kraine, partly because that was one way 
of weakening the Bolsheviks, partly also because of a desire to 
^pand their territories in a region which had once been theirs. 
Advancing rapidly and seizing great quantities of war material, 
on May 8, 1920 they entered Kiev, capital of^the supposed state 
of Ukraine. But their stay was destined to be brief, for the 
Russians opened a counter-offensive farther to the north which 
speedily developed into an alarming menace to the very exis- 
tence of the new republic. Advancing continuously they were 
by August 12 within twelve miles of Warsaw, nearer to the capital 
of Poland than the Germans had ever been during the Great War 
to the capital of Prance. They cut the main line of railroad 
that connected Warsaw with Danzig, the only ^lace whence help 
from the Allies might come. The world held its breath as the 
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meailing of the possible collapse of Poland dawned upon it. 
Was Bolshevism to conquer this state, which had thus far served 
as the center of resistance to its spread, was it then to come 
into direct contact with Germany with its restless, disturbed and 
radical elements, was its march to the Rhine to find, after all, 
an unimpeded way? The procrastinating Allies now woke up. 
They had had two ends in mind when at the close of the Great 
War they had re-established the Polish state, firstly the accom- 
plishment of an act of historic justice, and secondly “the desire 
to create a strong state which should act as a protection to 
civilized Europe against Bolshevik Russia and should serve to 
separate Russia from Germany and thus to prevent the danger- 
ously active Communist Party in Germany receiving support 
from Soviet Russia.” During 1920 Poland did, in fact, as we 
have seen, serve as a bulwark against the spread of Bolshevism. 

In the latter part of July, 1920, the Allies sent a mission to 
Warsaw to help the Poles. Its most important member was 
General WeVgand, one of Marshal Foch’s ablest aids. Weygand, 
who was to act as military adviser, was to be assisted by several 
hundred French officers. The Allies were also prepared to send 
munitions to the hard-pressed Poles, but not soldiers. Trotsky, 
Russian Minister of War, took occasion to announce that Poland 
would shortly cease to be a defensive buffer for Western Europe 
and w'ould become instead a bridge by means of which the social 
revolution could pass from Russia to Western Europe. 

The Allied mission, w'hich was principally a French mission, 
was an encouragement to the Poles but at the same time the 
dangerous defect in the treatment of the Danzig problem by the 
Conference of Paris was conspicuously shown. A cargo of 
160,000 rifles, sent by the Allies for the Polish army, was held 
up by the German dockers of Danzig who refused to unload them. 
It was only after long delay that the arms so sorely needed^ 
reached their destination. It was quite evident that the Poles 
did not possess the much advertised and repeatedly promised 
free access to the sea. The actions of the British High Com- 
missioner were, in the opinion of the Poles, equivocal and 
unfriendly. The faults, the involved artificiality of this Ver- 
sailles’ creation, were rendered sufficiently clear at the first test. 

The Poles faced the critical situation with high spirit and 
accustomed valor. Peasants and workingmen, the people as a 
whole rallied en masse around the flag, resolved to preserve their 
newly acquiree^ freedom or to die in the^ attempt. For them it 
was a life and death struggle, a tense and tragic moment, decis- 
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ivc of their destinies. In London and in Paris, the situation 
was likened to that critical one six years earlier when the Germans 
had seemed about to seize their intended prey. The two situa- 
tions offered another point of similarity. As the Grermans under 
von Kliick had invaded France too rapidly, imperilling their 
communications by the swiftness of their advance, so now it was 
shortly to be proved that the Russians had done tlie same or 
worse. In August the Poles began a counter-offensive. The 
Russians, taken by surprise, were unable to meet the unexpected 
attack. Disorganized, and compelled to beat a retreat more 
rapid than their advance had been, tliey ran a great risk of 
being completely cut off. During the second half of August 
they lost nearly 100,000 men in prisoners alone. Having planned 
a peace that would mean tlie real subjection of the Poles to 
Soviet Russia and the revolutionizing of Poland along Soviet 
lines, they were now compelled to accept terms of a very different 
nature. The Treaty of Riga, signed on March 18, 1921, a 
treaty very favorable to Poland, ended this strangely chequered 
campaign. For Poland 1920 had been a most eventful year. 
Her eastern boundary was now defined, as already stated, and 
lay far to the east of the so-called Curzon line ’’ which the 
Allies at Paris had tried to imj)ose upon her. While this 
boundary niiglit in the future be questioned by the Russians and 
might become a cause of a new conflict, for the time being, at 
least, the Poles had won a respite from the storm and stresj^ 
of war, and a greatly needed o})portunity for the establishment 
and consolidation of fundamental institutions and for the study 
and solution of pressing domestic problems. 

For Poland was, after two years of inde})endence, still living 
under institutions which were avowedly provisional. A Con- 
stituent Assembly had been elected in flanuary, 1919, under a 
system of universal suffrage, women voting as well as men, and 
of proportional representation. Between ^ve and six million 
persons had taken part in the election. 

The constitution as finally adopted, after long discussion, on 
March 17, 1921, declares that Poland is republic, that both 
sexes shall enjoy the francliise, the voting age bein^ twenty-one, 
that the legislative y>ower shall consist of two houses, a Diet and 
a Senate, both chosen by universal suff’rage, that to vote for 
members of the Diet one must be twenty-one years of age, for 
members of the Senate thirty, that to be eligible to the former 
one must be over twenty-five, to the latter forty pr over. 

The executive power is exercised by a president and a council 
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of ministers responsible to parliament. The president is elected, 
not by popular vote, as many desired, but by the two chambers 
meeting together. He must be over forty years of age and his 
term of officcf is seven years. Should he die in office his duties 
arc to be discharged by a council of three, consisting of the 
speaker of the Diet, tlie Prime Minister and the head of the 
Supreme Court, The president is the supreme commander of 
the army, except in time of actual war, when the Minister of 
War is responsible for all military affairs. 

Many members of the Constituent Assembly desired a legisla- 
ture consisting of a single house, but the bicameral system was 
adopted. But the Senate is given powers inferior to those of 
the other chamber. Its veto, for instance, may be over-ridden 
by a three-fifths vote in the Diet. 

All citizens are equal in the eyes of the law, all have the right 
to protection of life and liberty and property. Freedom of 
conscience is guaranteed and freedom of religion. There is no 
established church. All denominations enjoy equal rights, 
although the constitution declares Roman Catholicism to be 
the dominant religion. 

The constitution provides that economic bodies, including a 
Supreme Economic Chamber, may be established by law to watch 
over and provide for economic interests. This system has not 
yet been worked out in practice. Insurance for unemployment, 
for illness and for accident is guaranteed. 

Such is the formal constitution of the republic, quite firm and 
rigid. It provides, to be sure, for its own revision, from time 
to time, in the light of experience. But the political life of a 
nation, though it may express itself through the forms and 
channels furnished by its fundamental statute, is not wholly, and 
sometimes not largely, determined by them, and institutions which 
resemble each other on paper often present dissimilar aspects in 
actual operation. The constitution of Poland adopts the parlia- 
mentary system of^ government, that of a ministry responsible 
to parliament. In England, wdiere this device was invented, the 
ministry consists of men who are members of parliament, who, 
generally and normally, belong to a single party, and who have 
therefore a Certain unity of thought, a certain common body of 
principles and purposes. But the political life of Poland, as it 
has developed during the past four years, shows a considerable 
divergence from the standard, classic model created by the 
Mother of Parlifcftnents. Parties in Poland are not two or three 
but many, very many — and consequehtly mostly very small. 
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To create, out of this medley of unstable fragments, a unified 
body of ministers, capable of following a definite and coherent 
policy, is most difficult. Endless compromises or adjustments 
or bargains must precede the painful formation of the ministry 
and can only furnish an insecure basis for it, when formed. A 
multiplicity of shifting party groups renders difficult the normal 
functioning of the parliamentary system, and there has already 
appeared in Poland, as in Czecho-Slovakia and other countries 
where the same conditions prevail, a tendency to construct 
ministries, not out of members of parliament, but from outsiders, 

technicians,” experts,” administrators pure and simple, not 
administrators who are at the same time politicians. Such men 
consider themselves clerks of the popular chamber, merely in the 
cabinet to carry out its will, not leaders responsible for its policy 
as well as for the execution of it. What the })ermancnt effect 
of this innovation in procedure, should it persist, will be upon 
parliamentary institutions it is too early to say. 

Many and insistent are the problems confronting Poland at 
the outset of her new career. One of these, here as elsewhere in 
eastern Europe, is the problem of the land. Poland is primarily 
an agricultural country, a nation of peasants. These peasants 
are poor and ignorant, particularly those who were formerly 
subjects of Russia. The agricultural population, denser in 
numbers than anywhere else in Europe, save in Italy, Belgium 
and Holland, without technical instruction, with few highways 
and railroads, lives in houses or huts which lack windows and 
chimneys and which shelter alike parents, children and animals. 
How to develop safe and sane political and social ideas out of 
such an environment? And yet this class, materially and morally 
indigent, constitutes four-fifths of the population and now 
possesses the vote. Poland must necessarily be a democratic 
country. In order to be an intelligent democracy, the mentality 
of the peasant must be enriched and changed. 

Another aspect of the matter is this. A large part of the 
land, 40 per cent., has been held by only 18,0()() proprietors, and 
much of this has been left uncultivated. This means that the 
rest is overcrowded, is insufficient for the population. A better, 
a more even division of the land is imperative and,* as a conse- 
quence, in the effort to improve the conditions of the masses and 
to conjure away the agrarian crisis, the Polish Diet, in July, 
1920, passed certain rather drastic laws. A general land office 
is established and is authorized to take over Irfnd formerly held 
by the Prussian Colonization Commission or by the government 
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or by large proprietors and to sell it, in small parcels, to those 
who will actually cultivate it, preference being given to soldiers 
wounded in tjie war. Such farms may range in size from 150 
to 600 acres, according to location. Lands so tstken from private 
owners are not to be confiscated outright but are to be paid for. 

What the social effect of this radical legislation will be can 
hardly be foreseen. It may not necessarily mean increased pro- 
duction since many of the large proprietors were able to apply 
to farming more intelligence and of course more capital, in the 
form of machinery, fertilizers and improved methods, than the 
poor and ignorant peasant can apply. For this reason there 
is likely to be a certain loss that can only be slowly overcome 
by the general raising of the peasant class to a higher level of 
intelligence and well-being, a long and complicated process. 
That the general contentment of the peasants will be increased 
by the operation of the new land laws seems probable. 

But the agrarian problem is after all only one of the many 
problems that clamor for study and solution. And there is this 
fact, also, which the reader ought never to forget in his survey 
of the difficulties which the newly created or resuscitated states 
of Europe are experiencing, namely, that they are forced to solve 
quickly and summarily problems which England or France or 
Germany has been able to solve with deliberation, tentatively and 
progressively. But neither Poland nor Czecho-Slovakia, to 
take only two examples, has time for preliminary study, for 
experiment. Rapid creation, not slow and cautious evolution, 
must be the order of the day, in these and other countries. 
Inevitably, therefore, will there be much misdirected effort, many 
mistakes and disappointments, much heart-burning along the 
way. Even though compelled to by circumstances you cannot 
create a nation in a day. If you try, your work will be more 
or less feverish and certainly incomjdete. 

The vast enler^jrise of industrial reconstruction has been 
attacked with resolution by the Poles, but the problem is bewilder- 
ing in its complexity, and what the achievements have been, thus 
far, it is quite impossible to state with any precision or sense of 
certitude, l^t is the problem of restoring factories which have 
been systematically destroyed or rifled of machinery by the 
Germans, of securing raw materials, of winning back the old 
trade connections and markets or creating new ones, of settling 
troublesome relations of employer and employee, rendered more 
difficult than crer by widespread unrest ^nd misery, the unhappy 
products of the war. Moreover, where are the Poles to find the 
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means for this resumption and development of industry, the one 
absolutely essential prerequisite, capital? They cannot buy 
machinery and set it going, they cannot cxploif. mines, they 
cannot purchase raw materials or pay their laborers without 
capital. But the war destroyed the capital of the world on an 
enormous scale, it inflated currency in most countries by vast is- 
sues of paper money, thus reducing its value and violently affect- 
ing exchange and rendering trade and commerce a wild risk and 
gamble, if not bringing them completely to a standstill. In this 
regard, Poland is among the chief sufferers, although many of 
her sisters are in a similar plight. Virtually bankrupt, With an 
enormous and an expanding budget which will not and does not 
pretend to balance, with the state compelled to pay in paper 
money because it has little else with which to pay, with a currency 
constantly depreciating and prices mounting dizzily as a result, 
Poland is not, it must be admitted, in a brilliant position to 
carry out the imperative work of reconstruction. She, as well 
as many other states similarly conditioned, faces a long and 
troubled future which can only slowly clear up. She has already 
made many a beginning but they arc only beginnings. It 
remains to be seen how even such a measure as the agrarian 
reform described above can be carried out without capital, some- 
thing which cannot be imj)roviscd and which is so hard to find. 
But measures designed to improve the material conditions of 
workingmen have been passed, such as tlie eight-hour day, the 
regulation of the labor of women and children, chcaj) liousing, 
the reduction of the number of holidays, excessive in this 
Catholic country which lias many saints upon its calendar and 
a serious economic hindrance to a country needing, above every- 
thing else, a speeding up of activity along every line, an increase 
of productivity for its reconstruction. 

One of the most important questions confronting Poland is 
that of the Jews, a problem that has many aspects, racial, moral, 
social, economic. There are more Jews in Poland than in any 
country in the world, except Russia, '^rhey constitute, indeed, 
one-seventh of the population. For many centuries both the 
people and the government of Poland were very tolevant, furnish- 
ing a refuge for the Jews who were persecutecl in other countries 
and who came from Germany, from Sjiaiii, from Bohemia. 
Among such Jewisli immigrants the German element pre- 
dominated, and succeeded in imposing its langqage, for the Jew^s 
of Poland spoke a badW corrupted form of German, Yiddish. 
From the end of the eighteenth century, the Poles sought to 
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assimilate the Jewish population, removing various restrictions, 
only in the end to find their efforts frustrated by the Russian 
government, interested in encouraging dissension as a convenient 
method of rising. 

Public opinion in Poland remained indulgent toward the Jews 
down to about 1895. Then the government of St. Petersburg 
thought of another method of crippling Polish nationalism by 
thrusting upon the Poles troublesome problems that would divide 
them and weaken their efforts for the recovery of their indepen- 
dence, by driving Russian Jews into Poland. The new-comers 
were entire strangers to Poland and they were to render vain all 
attempts at assimilation. They asserted and developed in their 
schools and newspapers nationalistic ideas of their own, and 
sought to increase the diffusion of Yiddish rather than to adopt 
the language of the people among whom they were living. As 
the use of their own language was the only weapon the Poles 
possessed at a time when the Romanoffs w^ere engaged in a violent 
campaign of Russification, the Jew^s, standing aloof and indif- 
ferent, if not hostile, came to be detested as unpatriotic, as 
traitors, as national enemies scarcely disguised. The Jewish 
press of Poland openly combatted Polish autonomy. This defi- 
ance by the Jews of the cause wdiich had been dearest to every 
Polish heart since the partitions of the eighteenth century is 
the fundamental reason of Polish anti-Semitism. Economic 
factors entered in to irritate and exacerbate relations. The 
Poles, seeing almost all their trade and a part of their industry 
in the hands of those who wx're indifferent and often hostile to 
the national cause, became apprehensive. The economic boycott 
of the Jews by the Poles of Posen before the war was essentially 
an attempt to free the commerce of Poland from Jewish domina- 
tion, regarded as a domination of those w^hose patriotism was 
suspect. 

This lack of national feeling among the Jew^s, this absorption 
of theirs in furtheting their own racial rights and aspirations, 
this cold indifference or positive hostility toward Polish national 
aims, both angered and alarmed the Poles, as they w^ould have 
angered and alarmed any other people similarly situated. The 
situation w^ts still further envenomed by the war and by the 
events which follow^ed it. * During her occupation of Poland from 
1915 to 1918, Germany found among the Jews precious allies 
quite ready to co-operate in the odious work of espionage and 
delation. The |fi’ominence of Jews in the Bolshevist movement, 
a movement wliich is in theory the very*negation of nationalism. 
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served but to accentuate the hostility of the Poles, to whom 
patriotism was the breath of life, was a religion. Moreover, no 
sooner had the German danger been removed than the Bolshevist 
danger appeared, threatening, as we liave seen, the iery existence 
of the republic. And, although they defeated it in 1920, the 
Poles have a lively fear that it may reappear. Again, the action 
of the Conference of Paris, in imposing upon them the Minorities 
Treaty, has been hotly resented by the Poles. Regarded as 
largely the work of the Zionists and of powerful international 
Jewish influences, they see in it not only an infringement of their 
sovereignty, such as no one of the nations imposing it would for 
a moment consent to in its own case, but as a distinct encourage- 
ment to the perpetuation and expansion of separatist tendencies 
directly subversive of that national unity and independence wdiich 
had been the pillar of cloud by day and the pillar of fire by 
night which the Poles had followed during so many heart-breaking 
decades. By that treat}^ not only shall Jew and Gentile enjoy 
the same civil and political rights but the Jews shall have the 
right, in towns or districts where their numbers are considerable, 
to publicly-supported schools in which the instruction shall be 
given in their own language, not in Polish. And in such regions 
they shall be assured ‘‘ an equitable share in the enjoyment of 
the sums which may be j)rovided out of ])ublic funds under the 
state, municipal or other budget, for educational, religious or 
charitable purposes,” and educational committees a})pointed 
locally by the Jewish communities of Poland,” shall, ‘‘ subject to 
the general control of the State, provide for the distribution of 
the proportional vshare allocated to Jewish schools ” and for the 
organization and management of these schools. Other clauses 
assure not only racial minorities of Poland unrestricted use of 
their languages in j)rivate intercourse, in the press and in public 
meetings but adequate facilities ” for their use in courts of 
law. It is also provided that the Jews may not be compelled to 
perform any act which constitutes a violatioh of their Sabbath, 
nor shall they be placed under any disability by reason of their 
refusal to attend courts of law or to perform any legal business 
on their Sabbath.” No elections, general or local, may be held 
on a Saturday. * 

These clauses and others are placed under the guarantee of 
the League of Nations. “ Any infraction, or any danger of 
infraction, of any of these obligations may be brought before the 
Council of the League which may take such action as it deems 
proper.” 
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To many Poles, these provisions seem likely to make the Jews 
not an equal but a privileged class, seem to favor those who, in 
their opinion, have shown themselves more friendly toward 
German domination than toward Polish independence, who live, 
and wish to live, separate from the rest of the nation, who have 
no intention of being assimilated and who have secured guarantees 
which will render assimilation extraordinarily difficult, if not 
utterly impossible, and who can, through the influence of power- 
ful Jewish elements in other countries, interject, through the 
League of Nations, a greater or less international control of 
what are considered in all the great nations of the world purely 
domestic questions. 

The judgment of an American scholar concerning these 
minorities treaties of which the Polish is but one and those 
imposed upon Roumania, Jugo-Slavia, and Czecho-Slovakia are 
the others, may profitably be quoteo: 

Equality of treatment to the degree specified in the treaties 
places restrictions upon the action of a people in making laws 
or modifying their constitution that may prove unendurable. 
Such restrictions are really a limitation of national sovereignty 
respecting internal affairs. They are justifiable only if the 
League of Nations will see that the minorities do not become a 
privileged class and do not carry on ceaseless and unjustifiable 
agitation. In the Lhiited States, there is solidarity, in part 
through a common language. In central P2uropc the languages 
of the minorities are retained, and the state is compelled to 
countenance and even to develop them. Linguistic differences 
will be perpetuated and even increased. Irredentism will con- 
tinue. Many of the wisest men of Europe and America 
deprecate these treaties ; they regard them as a standing 
invitation to quarrel.” ^ 

The first notional elections under the new Polish constitution 
were held toward tne close of 1922. Marshal Pilsudski, refusing 
to be a candidate for tlic presidency, was succeeded in the head- 
shi]) of the state by Gabriel Narutowicz, Minister of Foreign 
Affairs, who was assassinated a few days later by a person who 
was insane. On December 20, 1922, Stanislaw Wojciechowski 
was chosen president by the National Assembly. 

1 Bowman: The New World, 287. 
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ROUMANIA 

One of the countries tliat suffered greatly and profited greatly 
from the war was Roumania. As one of the “ Succession States,” 
she has entered into the possession of a considerable part of 
the patrimony of the defunct Austro-Hungarian Monarchy. A 
nation of eight million inhabitants in 1914, she has become one 
of sixteen or seventeen million. Larger in area than Italy or 
England she covers as much territory as New York, New Jersey, 
and Pennsylvania combined. She has grown great quickly and 
her people now see opened up before them possibilities of which 
they formerly hardly dreamed. 

This country, which has thus cons])icuously benefited from the 
victory of the Western Allies, had been for thirty years revolving 
in the German orbit. Her royal hous6 was German, a branch 
of the imposing and flourishing family of Ilohenzollern. The 
king, Charles I, had come to Roumania from Germany, the land 
of his birth, forty-eight years before and for forty-eight years 
had labored zealously to introduce German methods into the 
army, the government, the schools, the industries and commerce 
of his principality. The Queen, Elizabeth, better known as 

Carmen Sylva,” was a German princess who by her devotion 
and her tact, by her interest in things Roumanian, liad increased 
the favor in which this German family was held. The connections 
between Germany and Roumania were more than personal, for 
in 1883 Roumania attached herself to the group of ])owcrs which 
had recently founded the Triple Allianc^j. Tlic agreement 
effecting this was never submitted to the Roumanian parliament, 
probably because its ratification might have been difficult to 
procux*e. Nevertheless it was constantly renewed and was the 
underlying fact in the nation’s foreign policy. For ^thirty years 
Roumania considered lierself and was considered a part of the 
German system of alliances which dominated Europe. I’he 
practical results of this secret and yet well-known connection 
were that Austro-German finance and commerce were able to 
secure a control in Rouinania which was sometime^ very irksome 
to the latter. 
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In one respect this union with Austria and Germany was 
unnatural, and prejudicial to the attainment of what were 
regarded as the national aims, namely the liberation and 
incorporatioi/ in Roumania of several million Roumanians who 
lived outside Roumania, namely in Hungary, where, moreover, 
they were the victims of oppression. Roumania, being an ally 
of the oppressor was estopped from any attempt to emancipate 
and annex her unliappy relatives. 

The outbreak of the war in 1914 obliged the rulers of 
Roumania to take an account of stock. The King, a German 
by birth and proud of the fact, wishing to be loyal to his allies 
and convinced, moreover, tliat they would win, was anxious to 
enter the war forthwitli upon the German side. But the 
political leaders of the various parties whom he consulted gave 
contradictory advice, most of them recommending neutrality, 
some of them enlistment on the German side, while others urged 
the precise contrary, intervention against the Germanic Powers 
as offering tlie obvious and providential way of liberating the 
Roumanians of Transylvania, a part of Hungary contiguous to 
the kingdom of Roumania.. 

The policy of neutrality, of watchful waiting, won the day. 
Though King Charles died in October 1914 and w^as succeeded 
by his nephew Ferdinand, whose wife was an English princess, 
Marie of Edinburgh, the policy remained unchanged. For two 
years the Roumanian government steered an uneasy course 
between the two camj)s of combatants, not knowing which would 
win, a pardonable ignorance shared by most of the world, and 
not wishing to imperil destiny by betting on the wrong horse. 
At last after two years of cocjuetting with both sides, enthusiasm 
waxing and waning as successes and reverses succeeded each 
other, Roumania accepted the terms of those wdio could, and were 
inclined to, offer the most advantageous territorial reward for 
her co-operation. On August 17, 1916, she agreed to enter the 
war on the side of the Entente, assured of the realization of her 
historic and racial aspirations, if the Entente should finally prove 
successful, and promised the same rights as her Allies in the 
negotiations and discussions of the Peace Congress which would 
be held at tilt end of the war. Article V of this secret treaty of 
alliance pledged all the contracting parties to make no separate 
or general peace except jointly and simultaneously. 

Great was the exultation in the Allied countries over this 
acquisition of a •new recruit; great also In Roumania, whose 
masses were tfirilled with the prospect fif finally uniting into a 
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single nation all the members of their race, those on the one side 
of the Carpathians with those on the other. The declaration 
of war was immensely popular. 

The exultation, however, was premature, and wa!s followed by 
a speedy and a rude awakening. The Austro-Germans, under 
Mackensen and Falkenhajm, somewhat assisted by the Bulgarians, 
eager to repay the grudge that had arisen out of the Balkan 
war of 1913, easily defeated the Roumanian armies, which failed 
to receive the expected aid of their allies, and entered Bucharest. 
The Roumanian Government and Parliament fled to the north 
and installed themselves in Jassy, in Moldavia, For two years the 
Germans ruled most of Roumania with an iron and a grasping 
hand. The country was combed quite clean, cattle, horses, food 
stud’s, metals and rolling stock being seized by the victors and 
carried off. Typhus broke out, exacting a heavy toll from the 
unhappy victims. 

But the Roumanians did not sue for peace. Setting them- 
selves doggedly to work, their resolution stiffening under adver- 
sity, they proceeded to reorganize their army and increase its 
efficiency under French instruction, and their government adopted 
a programme of much-needed reform, proclaiming a policy of 
universal suffrage and of division of the big landed estates. 
Parliament enacted legislation along these lines. But soon came 
another disaster, the accession to power of the Bolsheviks, the 
consequent withdrawal of Russia from the war, the Treaty of 
Brest-Litovsk. Roumania’s position was very serious, cut off 
as she was from all Allied support, and now threatened with war 
with the Bolsheviki. The reorganized Roumanian army w'hich, 
in July and August 1917, had inflicted severe defeats upon the 
German invaders, was, it was felt, quite unable to meet the new 
situation. Most reluctantly, under the stern pressure of neces- 
sity, the Roumanian government decided to make peace with the 
Germanic Powers. The Treaty of Bucharest of May 7, 1918, 
sealed, it was thought, her doom once and 'for all. Its terms 
were crushing. She must give up the Dobrudja, and, what was 
far worse, all the Carpathian passes and valleys that led into 
her defenseless plains. Her economic subjection to the Central 
Allies was complete and was ingeniously and ruthles^iy organized. 
She was as prostrate as a nation could possibly be. 

In this case, however, pride, the pride of insolent power, w'as 
only a few steps before its fall. In September, 1918, Bulgaria 
sued for peace. On November 3 came the armistice with Austria- 
Hungary. On November 9 Roumania re-entcrotl the war and 
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when, two days later, the armistice with Germany was signed, 
her army was in Transylvania and in Bukovina. 

Roumania’s experience at the Conference of Paris was not a 
happy one. So far from having the same rights as her 
Allies ” in the negotiations and discussions of that body she 
found that the Great Powers, which controlled both procedure 
and decision, regarded this promise, whose sweep the Roumanians 
had probably exaggerated as elevating them to the rank of a 
Great Power, as having lapsed, the Treaty of 1916 as no longer 
binding, owing to the fact that Roumania had made a separate 
peace with Austria and Germany, despite the formal undertaking 
of that treaty. Extenuating circumstances were not given their 
due weight by the Great Powers, Moreover Roumania found 
that she was allowed only two delegates at the Conference whereas 
Belgium and Serbia were allotted three, although they were 
smaller than she. The relations of tfic big states and the little 
at Paris were characterized by much the same friction and resent- 
ment as at Vienna, a century earlier. The former, conscious that 
the main burden of the late conflict had been theirs and that 
theirs would be the main burden of guaranteeing the new arrange- 
ments of the future, which arrangements were, moreover, of such 
great and obvious advantage to the smaller states themselves, were 
impatient at the stiff opposition which some of their proposals 
and decisions encountered on the part of those who, they felt, 
ought to show gratitude to their benefactors rather than the 
unpleasing spirit of criticism. Anxious to get things done, to 
set the world in order as speedily as possible, and not seeing 
how that could be accomplished if discussion was to be dragged 
out indefinitely, as it would be if every voice were heard as long 
as it would like to be hoard, and impatient of the contentions of 
the small states among themselves, the leaders of the Conference 
of Paris compressed negotiations and adopted decisions which 
seemed to those most intimately affected by them as lacking in 
tact as well as in an accurate or sufficient comprehension of, or 
sympathy with, the needs or the desires of the peoples concerned. 
The Great Powers were prone to consider the small as too ambi- 
tious and too grasping, as too little inclined to ignore the large 
and permanent aspects of the difficult problem of establishing a 
peace which might be general and reasonably enduring. The 
latter, on their side, considered the former as too domineering, 
as suffering from the illusion of superior wisdom and virtue. 
Personal faetprs^ also, entered in to ti^ffect the issue, as they 
always do in any aggregation of individuals momentarily engaged 
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in dealings with each other. Mr. Bratiano, the leading Rou- 
manian delegate, did not produce a favorable impression upon 
M. Clemenceau or Mr. Wilson. For that matter neither did 
they produce a favorable impression upon him. 

Out of this sorry clash of interests and personalities arose one 
of the lesser crises of the eventful life of the Conference of Paris. 
Roumania refused to sign the treaties with Austria and Hungary, 
which were the ones that directly concerned her. She also refused 
to sign the treaty concerning minorities, Submitted at the same 
time. Her refusal continued for several months and was only 
brought to an end b^^^ the sharp and peremptory pressure of the 
Supreme Council, threatening an immediate breach of diplomatic 
relations if slie should persist longer in her recalcitrant attitude. 
Fearful of the consequences of complete isolation Roumania 
finally yielded, but, naturally enough, with a lively sense of 
grievance against her former allies. 

Roumanians specific objections to the treaties she was com- 
pelled to sign were mainly two. Although her boundaries were 
liberally drawn and included most of the territories she desired 
they did not include quite all. She claimed all of the Banat, a 
region in the south of former Hungary which was inhabited by 
a mixed population of Roumanians and Serbs. While she was 
given the larger part, the Conference properly assigned to the 
Serbs that part which was peopled predominantly by Serbs and 
which, moreover, by reason of its geographical location, was 
essential for the adequate defense of Belgrade, the capital of 
Serbia. 

The other and more serious objection was leveled at the 
minorities^ treaty and the reasons were much the same as those 
expressed by the Poles against the largely similar document 
forced upon. them. The right assumed by the Great Powers of 
imposing upon the smaller states certain obligations which the 
former would Hot consent to impose uj)on themselves was 
resented. Her4 we have again the same old difficult problem of 
the relations of the big and the little. The smaller states claimed 
full equality with the greater. They were willing to accept {>ro- 
visions that should apply equally to all but they were not 
willing to concede an interference by foreign governments which 
was limited only to certain states. The crux of the problem 
was, in the case of Roumania, as in the case of Poland, the 
guarantees })rovided for the Jews. 

Moreover, the motives, the arguments, the forces behind the 
making of the minorities’ treaties were enveloped in some obscu- 
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rity, and are still so enveloped. The proceedings of the Coinmit- 
tee that framed them had not then and have not yet been pub- 
lished, and this fact gave rise to rumors and innuendoes, impo8$ible 
to prove or t6 disprove, of doubtful influences at work. The disaf- 
fection of the smaller states exploded at the plenary sessioi^ of 
the Conference on May 29, a session which was carried over to 
the 31st. As the press were excluded and the proceedings weire 
regarded as confidential, our information regarding what W(ss 
said in them is not as full or certain as we would like it to be. 
Suffice it to say that the Great Powers insisted that, as it wap 
the 3 " who had largely won the war, it was their duty to make 
the peace, and that as they were consenting to the resurrection 
or great enlargement of Poland, Roumania, Czecho-Slovakia, 
Jugo-Slavia, and were transferring to them large numbers of 
people of different races, languages and religions from those 
of the majority, they had the right and were in duty bound 
to see that states which they were so conspicuously aiding 
should not be in a position, by unjust or tyrannical treatment 
of such minorities, to imperil the peace of the world. As the 
permanence of the treaties could only be guaranteed by the 
Groat Powers, the latter were under the heaviest obligations to 
see that nothing that could be avoided should be allowed to 
bring them into question. Take the rights of minorities,’^ 
said President Wilson. Nothing, I venture to say, is more 
likely to disturb the peace of the world than the treatment 
which might in certain circumstances be meted out to minorities. 
And, therefore, if the Great Powers are to guarantee the peace 
of the world in any sense, is it unjust that they should be satis- 
fied that the proper and necessary guarantees had been given?” 

So also with boundary questions. The chief guarantors are 
entitled to be satisfied that the territorial settlements are of a 
character to be permanent, and that tlie guarantees given are of 
a character to insure the peace of the world. . . . How can 
a power like the f'nited States, for example — for I can speak 
for no other — after signing this treaty, if it contains elements 
which they do not believe will be permanent, go three thousand 
miles away across the sea and report to its people that it has 
made a settlement of the peace of the world? It cannot do so. 
And yet there underlies all of these transactions the expectation, 
on the part, for example, of Roumania, and of Czecho-Slovakia, 
and of Serbia, that if any covenants of the settlement are not 
observed, the lliited States will send her armies and her navies 
to see that tliey are observed.” ‘‘ In •those circumstances,” 
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asked, “ is it unreasonable that the United States should insist 
upon being satisfied that the settlements are correct?”^ 

Whether the President was by inference unduly committing 
his country to a possible future of incalculable intervention in 
the affairs of Europe, whether he was by suggestion arousing 
or confirming an expectation on the part of European powers 
which might not be realized, are questions that were later 
hotly discussed in the United States. But at any rate the 
air was now cleared as far as the Conference was concerned. 
The Great Powers had defined their attitude with precision. 
They were resolved to carry through their policy in regard to 
the protection of minorities and, one by one, the states to which 
they intended to apply it were forced to yield. Rouniania held 
out for many months. Her delegation withdrew from Paris 
and her government sought in every way, by evasion and delay 
and political manoeuvre, to avoid submission, but in the end, 
as already stated, it saw itself compelled to accept the unpopular 
treaties. 

Roumania’s relations with the Great Powers were rendered 
still more complicated and aggravated at this time by a sharp 
and prolonged controversy between her and the Conference of 
Paris over Hungarian affairs. In March 1919 a Communist 
revolution had broken out in Hungary and the regime of Bela 
Kun, which was shortly to make itself notorious, was established. 
A Soviet dictatorshij) was set up which announced an alliance 
with the Soviet Government of Moscow and a determination to 
war upon all hourgeois countries in the approved Bolshevist 
manner. These Hungarian Communists first attacked Czecho- 
slovakia, intending to break through and establish a connection 
with Russia. Then the march of Bolshevism westward toward 
the Rhine might begin. But the C/ccho-Slovaks were not so 
easily swept aside and the Red army decided to attack the 
Roumanians. The Roumanians, on their side, counter-attacked 
successfully and were about to march on Ifudapest, when the 
Allies in Paris ordered them to stop. The Roumanians, however, 
ignored the order, not sharing the hopes entertained in Paris 
of a possible peaceful arrangement with Bela Kun but believing 
it desirable to end the Communist regime in Hungafy, and that 
the only way to do it was to occupy the capital. They therefore 

^ Temperley, a Ilhtorif of fha Pearp Conferoncp of Paris, vol. V, pp. 
130-131. The words (pioted nre from the President’s own version of his 
speech issued from the White House, October 11, 1919, iJeinp the short-hand 
notes of his stenographer. * 
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continued their advance, entered Budapest on August 8, 1919, 
and occupied it and a large part of Hungary for several months, 
only withdrawing as the result of a practical ultimatum from 
the Supreme^Council. Those months were filled with bitter con- 
tentions between Roumania and the Allies, with frequent and 
somewhat contradictory orders from the latter, and procrastina- 
tion and disobedience from the former. That the Roumanians 
had a juster view of the nature and requirements of the situa- 
tion, and that they rendered e distinct service to Europe in 
suppressing the Bolslievist regime in Hungary, seems quite 
evident. 

But there is another side to the story. The Roumanians 
during their occupation of Hungary seized all kinds of things, 
food products, railroad cars and engines, munitions, cattle, and 
shipped them off to Roumania. Cliarged with inhuman conduct 
and with defying tlie principle adopted by the Conference of 
Paris, that reparations for damages in the war should be regarded 
as a collective undertaking, not as a policy to be enforced by 
any single country, however provoked and aggrieved, the Rou- 
manians point out that the armistices of November 1918 with 
Germany and Austria liad secured for the Allies vast quantities 
of material sorely needed by them, coal, rolling stock and so 
forth, that they themselves, on the other hand, had after nine 
months of waiting received no compensation in kind for their 
material losses, that their services in the war merited considera- 
tion from the Allies, that over 300,000 of their soldiers had 
been killed and that a larger number of civilians w^ere dead as 
a result of Roiunania’s participation in the war, that as the 
Hungarians had been most conspicuous in the recent systematic 
pillaging of Roumania they were justified in recovering the 
things which had been carried away from their devastated land, 
or their equivalents. If the Allies would not help thciU, had 
they not the right to help themselves? 

At any rate tlnf visit of the Central Powders to Budapest in 
1916 was now returned with interest by that of the Roumanians 
to Budapest in 1918. Memories of injuries suffered are not 
generally short, nor, on the other hand, are they conducive to 
the speedy Resumption of friendly relations and the abatement 
of the desire for retaliation. They constitute, rather, strong 
links in the vicious and very human circle of measure for 
measure, tit for tat. 

The Conferera;e of Paris condemned these actions of the 
Roumanians And demanded their cessation, and reimbursement 
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to the victims. This was one of the reasons, though not the 
sole one, for the peremptory summons from Paris for the evacua- 
tion of Hungary by the Roumanians and their withdrawal 
behind the boundaries assigned them. Tlie Rouma^iian occupa- 
tion left a bitter legacy of hate among the Hungarians. The 
importance of this fact need not, however, be unduly exaggerated. 
The Magyars had always hated the Roumanians and had long 
grossly oppressed those of that race resident in Hungary. 
Their hatred was not likely to be diminished by the outcome of 
the war, with its feature of abasement of mountains and exalta- 
tion of valleys. Those who recommend to the offending parties 
speedily to forget the passions which their history had unhappily 
evoked should ask themselves, in all sincerity, whether they 
would do so themselves under similar circumstances. The 
eflfacement of hateful souvenirs will only be brought about by 
the alchemy of patience and slow time. 

Roumania issued from the war and the subsequent peace trea- 
ties more than doubled in size. The fundamental principle of the 
Conference of Paris, that of nationality, a principle widely 
though not universally applied, operated greatly in her favor. 
She acquired Transylvania and part of the Banat from Hungary, 
nearly all of Bukovina from Austria, and Bessarabia from 
Russia. But in acquiring these extensive territories she ac- 
quired about 3,750,000 non-Roumanians, namely, about 1,500,- 
000 Magyars and 400,000 Germans or Swabians from Hungary, 
about a million Ukrainians or Russians in Bessarabia, and about 
750,000 Jews, numerous in Bukovina and considerable in other 
sections. These non-Roumanian populations were, in general, 
ethnic islands surrounded by Roumanians and it was for geo- 
graphical reasons impossible to separate them from the encircling 
majority. Thus at the very moment she was realizing her 
national aspirations, the union of all Roumanians under one 
flag, Roumania was acquiring a difficult and ])erplexing problem, 
that raised by the incor])oration within the'kingdom of racial 
elements which would prefer a different allegiance. Roumania 
Irredenta had become Roumania Redeemed but, in the process, 
new irredentisms had been created, inferior in numbers to the 
old, but, like the old, disruptive in their tendenc^'. Whether 
she would be able or inclined to rule these reluctant peoples with 
such wisdom and such tact that their regret at being sef)arated 
from their brothers would cease to be a danger to the unity of 
the state and would gradually be transformed into frank and 
loyal allegiance, only the future could show, IJoubt on this 
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point was the chief motive for the adoption of the minorities’ 
treaties by the Great Powers, which sought to reduce racial dis- 
crimination and consequent racial discontent to a minimum, thus 
eliminating as far as possible a source of friction which had 
hitherto been a prolific cause of war. 

Another problem confronted Greater Roumania, which, as we 
have seen, confronted Poland. The peoples now brought 
together had long formed parts of several different states, had 
had different histories, had lived under different laws and institu- 
tions, stood upon somewhat different planes of development, 
intellectual, social, economic. Could elements so dissimilar be 
fused into a single folk, be rendered sufficiently homogeneous so 
that their comprehension of each other, their sympathy with 
each other, would more than counter-balance the effects of their 
long separation, and so that their diversities of character and 
aptitude and outlook would duly enrich the common life and 
not disorganize or disrupt it? In other words could essential 
unity of mind and heart be evolved out of the obvious and 
prevalent diversity? Could the nation be made one and indivis- 
ible, not by compulsion, which defeats its own end, but by the 
evocation and the stimulation of the spirit of concord and 
mutual confidence? 

One thing is evident from the start. Greater Roumania will 
not be a mere continuation or enlargement of the former king- 
dom. It will be something different. The peoples and regions 
which have been added to the original provinces of Wallachia 
and Moldavia are so considerable in numbers and in size that 
they are bound to affect profoundly the course of Roumanian 
histor3^ They will have a large and, perhaps, a predominant 
share in the new legislation which must be enacted covering all 
phases of the national life. They will introduce a new note, 
which may become, indeed, a keynote. The newly annexed 
provinces, which formerly were parts of Austria, Hungary and 
Russia, have already begun to show their power in the new All- 
Roumanian Parliament. The old political parties are in full 
process of rearrangement and readjustment to a very altered 
situation and new parties have appeared upon the scene with 
new leaders and representing new interests. Political life, it 
is quite safe to say, will cease to be a preserve for a small minority 
of professional politicians and cliques, disputing the possession 
of power with each other and exercising the mechanism of the 
state primarily* for their own advantage. The masses have 
entered the political arena and already a new political orienta- 
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tion is apparent, though it cannot yet be defined or described 
with certitude. 

The Old Roumania was oligarchic in political and social 
structure. The New Roumania is democratic. Universal suf- 
frage has been proclaimed and this means, among other things, 
that the dominant political power will henceforth be in the 
hands of the peasants — if they develop the necessary leader- 
ship and organization. Bessarabia and Transylvania have 
already sent large peasant delegations to the parliament in 
Bucharest, and the old-line parties are coquetting for their 
support and old-line politicians are beginning to discover 
virtues in the new electors which had previously escaped their 
notice. The peasant is commanding an amount of attention in 
high places which he has never known before. A new ferment 
is abroad in tlie land. 

See how it v’orks. Before its union with Roumania, and 
influenced by the local conditions and by events in contiguous 
Russia, Bessarabia, whicli had proclaimed its independence, had 
solved its land problem along Bolshevist lines, by confiscating 
the estates of the great landowners and distributing them among 
the peasants, without the payment of compensation. Roumania 
herself had already adopted a policy of agrarian reform ns a 
part of that national regeneration which followed her defeat by 
Germany in 1916, just as the regeneration of Prussia a century 
before had followed the defeats of Jena and Auerstiidt. Great 
estates were to be seized and divided among the peasants. But 
the owners were to be comj)ensatcd and the maximum size of 
farms was to be 500 hectares, whereas Bessarabia had voted 
that no holding should exceed 100 hectares. Obviously it was 
undesirable if not impossible to have two standards side by side 
in the same country, particularly when one was more popular 
than the other. Tlie two must be brought into line. The 
Bessarabians were persuaded to accept the principle of com- 
pensation and the Roumanians reduced the size of the normal 
holding. 

The execution of this agrarian reform is gradually being 
effected. According to a statement made by tlie Minister of 
Agriculture in September 1920 tlie government had expropriated 
6,600,000 acres, of which 4,000,000 were already in the hands 
of the new peasant owners, the remainder being in the hands of 
the communes, or awaiting distribution. 

Let no one suppose that agrarian reform is spmething new 
in Roumanian history. Repeatedly have great estates been 
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divided into small to appease the discontent of the masses. 
Prince Couza in 1864? carried through a sweeping and very 
creditable reform, which, however, did not go far enough. Over 
4?, 000,000 aaires were distributed at that time among 4?00,000 
peasants. But, the farms still proving too small for the support 
of the peasant families, the state divided up the national domains, 
which constituted about a tliird of the national territory. This 
relief, in turn, proved only temporary and the condition of the 
peasants subsequently became so hard that they rose in revolt 
in 1907, a revolt put down with difficulty. Eleven thousand 
peasants paid for their desperation with their lives. Again more 
land was parcelled out. This process, recurrent in Roumanian 
history, is apparently now approaching its completion as the 
result of the war. Rouniania is to-day overwhelmingly a land of 
peasant proprietors. Satisfactory statistics are lacking but as 
long ago as 1912 there were more than a million peasant holdings 
of less than twenty-five acres each, compared with four thousand 
large estates, of two hundred and fifty acres or more. It may 
prove, after the present reform, that the holdings are too small 
for the support of a population whose birth rate is high and, after 
a few years, discontent may reappear. But at least it may be 
noted, in passing, that so many people now have a stake in the 
soil that Bolshevism has thus far found comparatively few 
recruits in Roumania. 

The agrarian problem, here as elsewhere in eastern Europe, 
will not be solved, if it is ever solved, until a far-reaching change 
has been brought about in the agricultural population itself. 
The great ignorance of the peasantry must be dispelled, their 
primitive methods must yield to more enlightened ones, they 
must receive not only an elementary general education but a 
definitely agricultural education as well, if the soil is to be 
intelligently cidtivated. This is a more fundamental reform 
than that of land-division, one that will require much more time 
and thought but (fne which Roumania must undertake, a reform 
already sadly belated. The peasants are very ignorant. Per- 
haps 70% of them are illiterate. They are also very super- 
stitious. Innumerable religious holidays, on which the peasant 
will not for •the world consent to work, greatly reduce his output. 
A mental revolution must succeed the material revolution, and 
the raising of the intellectual level of masses of men is a process 
that seems unconscionably slow to reformers eager to re-create 
the world fortlfwith. Yet it must be undertaken, and under 
what conditions ! — in a country prostrated by war, ravaged by 
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the enemy, burdened with an enormous debt, and with an enor- 
mously depreciated currency. As the chief exports of Roumania 
are necessarily agricultural, and as her normal foreign markets 
are restricted or cut off by the unfavorable state ^of exchange, 
it is very difficult for her to buy the manufactured articles which 
are so necessary even for agriculture itself. 

For Roumania herself manufactures very little. The indus- 
trial development of the country is recent in origin and has not 
proceeded far. Her potential wealth is very great. She has 
large deposits of petroleum, and coal, iron, copper, and lead are 
to be found in her mountains. The vast resources of her forests 
have hardly been touched. But her industries are only just 
beginning and probably do not em})loy more than 3()0,0()() 
workers. Industrial legislation lags behind the standards of 
most western countries. Trade unions* are few and feeble. 
Lack of native capital and of trained organizers, managers, and 
technical experts is one of the reasons why there is so little 
industry in the country. There are as yet not enough capable 
and experienced natives properly to exploit the resources of 
the country, to build up big industries, yet the Roumanians are 
very reluctant to let foreign capital and foreign experts invade 
too freely the field which they themselves cannot adequately 
cultivate, fearful, above all else, of foreign pressure or even 
foreign domination. This Roumania is stoutly resolved to 
avoid, even, if necessary, at the cost of her material prosperity. 
What is true of her is true of many of the other countries which 
we are passing in review. Intensely nationalistic, all of them, 
they are suspicious of the intrusion of foreign influences, some- 
times occult and sometimes only too apparent, into their political 
and economic life. The history of the exploitation of backward 
countries is very vivid in their minds. 

Anyone who has visited these countries since the war is im- 
pressed with the })revalent optimism and energy of their po])ula- 
tions. They bear the hard conditions of lift without repining 
because they have gained something which they have more at 
heart than even economic well-being, namely liberty, indepen- 
dence, unity, the opportunity to make or mar their own destiny, 
things more precious than riches in the opinion of Ull vigorous 
and self-respecting peoples. 

The rejuvenated peoples of Europe are facing their grave and 
multitudinous problems with courage and with equanimity. 
Attacking first one and then another they have made considerable 
progress within a brief ^period of time. The consolidation of 
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their newly-won position has been their first preoccupation. 
And in this field the recent history of Roumania is significant 
and instructive. Adjoining powerful neighbors, resentful of her 
possession of territories which once were theirs, she has sought 
to look ahead and to prepare for contingencies before they 
actually arise. Her first aim has been to establish friendly and 
close relations with the Succession States and this she has accom- 
plished, thanks particularly to the wise statesmanship of Take 
Jonescu (d. 1922), one of her n.ost brilliant lawyers and a man 
of wide knowledge of other European countries, a knowledge 
based upon long residence in several of them and upon the main- 
tenance of intimate personal relations with their leaders. A 
liberal in domestic affairs, Take Jonescu’s absorbing interest 
was in international politics, for which, having had as a young 
man an international education and commanding several lan- 
guages besides his own, he was eminently well fitted. As 
Minister of Foreign Affairs in 1920-21 his record of political 
achievement was remarkable. The aim of his international 
policy was the creation of a Balkan bloc, the Balkans for the 
Balkans.’’ Meeting in Venizelos of Greece and Pashitch 
of Serbia and Benes of Czccho-Slovakia not only personal 
friends, but sym])athetic collaborators in an undertaking 
of mutual utility he was able with them to contribute greatly 
to the speedy improvement of relations between the Balkan states 
and to the establishment of serious guarantees for the future. 

Roumania and Czecho-Slovakia concluded in 1921 a treaty 
of defense against Hungary, the state which had been compelled 
to cede to each important territories and which might at any 
time try to recover them. Article I of this treaty provides 
that iti case of unprovoked attack on the ])art of Hungary upon 
either of them the other Party binds itself to contribute to the 
defense of the Party attacked.” Roumania had ^^Igned a 
similar treaty with Jugo-Slavia. Czecho-Slovakia had signed 
one of the same hature with Jugo-Slavia the year preceding. 
By this series of bilateral engagements was constituted the 

Little Entente ” which, as we have seen, owed its inception to 
the statesmanship of Benes of Czecho-Slovakia and which was 
formed primarily for defense against Hungary and a Hapsburg 
restoration, and of the treaties of Trianon and Neuilly. 

Take Jonescu sought also to bring Roumania and Poland closer 
together, — hoping to draw the latter country ultimately within 
the circle of thcflnttle Entente. It was found impossible to do 
this directly *but as the two countries *have similar interests in 
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regard to Russia they signed on March 2, 1921 a treaty binding 
each to help the other in case either is attacked without provoca- 
tion on its present eastern frontier and to follow an identical 
foreign policy toward their eastern neighbors. This treaty is 
to last five years. After two years either country may give 
six months’ notice of withdrawal. 

Good relations also exist between Roumania and Greece, 
sealed and symbolized in 1921 by the marriage of Crown Prince 
Charles and Princess Helen of Greece and of Princess Elizabeth 
of Roumania to Prince George of Greece. In the following 
year another royal marriage, that of King Alexander of Jugo- 
slavia and Princess Marie of Roumania, strengthened the friend- 
ship of two countries wdiich, amid all the chaos of Balkan history, 
have never made war upon each other. These family alliances 
may contribute to the spread and consolidation of a common 
foreign policy in the center and southeast of Europe, a region 
profoundly altered as a result of the late war. 



CHAPTER XLII 


JUGO-ST.AVIA 

Another astonishing result of this epochal war was the crea- 
tion ill the Balkans of a great state composed of most of the 
Southern Slavs, “ the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and 
Slovenes,” for such is the awkward but official title of this new 
member of the family of nations. The name by which the busy 
world, with less accuracy but with more speed, calls this new 
community is Jugo-Slavia, land of the Southern Slavs, Jugo 
meaning southern. Northern Slavs are those who live in Russia, 
Poland, Czecho-Slovakia. Southern are those who live in the 
Balkans and in the southern sections of former Austria and 
Hungary. 

Here again we witness the triumph of that ubiquitous and 
emancipating sjiirit of nationality which has continued so 
wondrously to transform the world during tlie past century and 
a half and which imposed itself peremptorily upon the Conference 
of Paris as the basic principle of its decisions, to be ignored only 
at the |)eril of the permanence of ils handiwork. The Northern 
Slavs, as we have seen, are no longer to be ruled from Berlin and 
Vienna but from Warsaw and Prague; the Southern no longer 
from Vienna and Budapest but mainly from Belgrade. One 
branch of the Southern Slavs, the Bulgarians, is, for various 
and sufficient reasons, sHll living outside the fold. The family 
is divided and will remain divided as long as historical m emories 
continue to exercise their present spell over the minds of its 
various members, ^inhay)pily but effectively estranged by many 
melancholy deeds of omission and commission in the past, by a 
tale that has been already told. 

The story of the attainment of independence and unity by 
the Poles by the Czecho-Slovaks, complicated enough, is 

simple in comparison with that of the Jugo-Slavs. Here we 
have confusion worse confounded, wheels within wheels, most 
admired disorder, a riot of forces working at cross purposes. 
The Southern Slavs had never lived together, had never con- 
stituted a sta*te but had been split and shivered into many frag- 
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merits, by natural processes and by artificial, and had been 
treated very variously’, and generally very badly, in the rough 
and tumble of existence. Their lot had usually been one of 
servitude and yet the servitude of one branch differed from the 
servitude of another. They lacked even that primitive unity 
vvliicli is represented by a common oppression. 

Yet this fortuitous concourse of racial atoms has in our own 
day and with incredible ra})idity become crystallized into a 
single mass, which may or may not prove brittle, but wdiich at 
present is a fact. 

Into tliis jungle of South Slav history let us now penetrate, 
seeking to discover the reasons for a change which at first glance 
seems quite ])ast com})rohensioii. The labyrinth must be con- 
siderably tliinned out, the story must be much simplified if we 
are to find our way at all, and a simplified story is after all a 
distorted story. However, only at this risk can we hope to gain 
even an approximate understanding of a most interesting and 
significant event. 

To anyone aspiring to make a nation out of this material 
the prospect even ten years ago was most uninviting. In 1914 
the Southern Slavs were distributed in the following manner. 
Some of them had succeeded in establishing the independent 
kingdoms of Serbia and Montenegro, whose rise and history we 
have already traced. The others were in the Austro-Hungarian 
monarchy but their relations to that strange, composite state 
varied from section to section. Some constituted the triune 
Kingdom of Croatia-Slavonia-Dalmatia, a kingdom you would 
have some difficulty in accurately describing, it being partly 
fiction and j^artly reality. In fhis inner combination there was 
the inevitable diversity which the student soon comes to recognize 
as normal and characteristic of the Dual Monarchy. For 
Croatia-Slavonia belonged to Hungary, though enjoying, and 
having for centuries enjoyed, a measure of autonomy, })ossessing 
its owm legislature, as well as representation ili the legislature of 
Hungary. Dalmatia on the otlier hand, though a j)art of the 
Triune Kingdom, was one of the sevent(‘en provinces of the Aus- 
trian Empire and had its local Diet at Zara, as the other sixteen 
provinces had theirs in various [daces. Some of the Southern 
Slavs were in the Banat, an integral i)art of Hungary. Slovenia, 
which, despite the temptation, is not to be confused with Slavonia, 
consisted of parts of Carniola, Carinthia, Styria, and Istria, 
provinces of Austria, each with its local legi.4;lature, and was 
peopled with Southern Slavs, who also formeci the population of 
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Bosnia and Herzegovina. But Bosnia and Herzegovina had a 
special position in that perplexing medley which men called the 
Dual Monarchy. They belonged neither to the Austrian Empire 
nor to the Hungarian Kingdom but to both combined and were 
ruled, by a special device, by both. From 1878 to 1918, just 
forty years, Bosnia and Herzegovina were under this joint 
administration. As if the cup of confusion were not already full 
there was Fiume, whicli from 1887 to 1918 was under Hungary 
but possessed a certain autonomy of its own. The reader who has 
a mathematical turn of mind might try to reckon up the number 
of governments, national and provincial, under which the South- 
ern Slavs were living at tlie outbreak of the war which was to 
prove, for most of them, their war of independence. Before they 
could achieve their independence and their unity two historic em- 
pires had to be destroyed, the Turkish and the Austro-Hungarian. 
The former had been disrupted, piecemeal, during the course of 
the nineteenth century. The latter collapsed suddenly in Oc- 
tober, 1918. 

There were even more obstacles to the unity of the Southern 
Slavs than there were to the achievement of their independence. 
For they were divided among themselves by some very serious 
differences. The Serbs belonged to the Orthodox Greek Church, 
the Slovenes and Croatians to the Roman Catholic, and there 
were, in Bosnia and Herzegovina, hundreds of thousands of 
Moslems, for the Turkisli conquest, centuries before, had made 
many converts, by suasion or by inferest, just as the two other 
churches had done in their day and way. 

Then there were also differences of language befween the 
Southern Slavs, or at least differences of dialect. While these 
were not so formidable as to render the various branches of 
the race unintelligible to each other, still they exercised a certain 
estranging influence. And, as if this were not enough, those 
who spoke virtuallv the same idiom, like the Serbs and the 
Croatians, used different charactei's when they wrote it, which 
made the single language look like two. The former used the 
Cyrillic alphabet, which looks like Greek, and is Greek, with a 
few additions of which the Greeks never dreamed. The other 
used the Lafin characters, which we likewise use. 

The inquisitive student, wishing to be thorough, will be 
rewarded for any pains he may take in the search for other 
differences among the various groups of Southern Slavs, for 
he will find still fnore; for instance, the^ divergent psychological 
and social effects produced by the various conquests which this 
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region of Europe has known in its changeful history, Roman, 
Byzantine, Turkish, German, Magyar. Ethnology, geography, 
folklore, each has revelations of its own, quite worth while and 
essential to a larger understanding. But for our purposes this 
summary analysis will and must suffice. 

The builders of a united Jugo-Slavia obviously had work 
enough cut out for them. But as tliey were many, and as they 
operated through a long space of time, they succeeded. For it 
must never be supposed that theirs was a work of improvisation, 
carried through in a dizzy rush between the years 1918 and 
1920. Those years were merely years of culmination and their 
crowded history merely the final, or at any rate, the latest chapter 
in a long story. 

The Jugo-Slav movement is not a recent one, however it may 
appear to the vulgar, generally absorbed in their own routine of 
life and only aroused to cast a glance beyond their customary 
horizon by something spectacular and sensational. Just as the 
unification of Italy and Germany had had its heralds in certain 
poets and thinkers of the eighteenth century, isolated voices 
crying in the wilderness and heard only by a few ears similarly 
attuned, just as the noise of the French Revolution had 
awakened responsive chords in Italy and Germany, in Poland 
and in Greece, so was the unification of Jugo-Slavia, con- 
summated yesterday, prej)ared by seers and actors of the eight- 
eenth and nineteenth centuries, of its own and other lands. 
And Napoleon, too, had passed that way as he liad passed 
nearly everywhere, and had left a certain and a distinct impres- 
sion. After Wagram, having defeated Austria, Napoleon had 
resolved to cut her off from the sea, a thing which has been 
repeated in our day, and he had taken her Slovene and Cro- 
atian and Dalmatian provinces and had made tliem into a 
separate Illyrian Kingdom, which he had incorj)orated in tlie 
French Empire and whicli, though its history ])roved l)rief, 
exercised long after an influence upon tlie imagination of many 
Jugo-Slavs, just as the brief history of his kingdom of Italy 
exercised a potent spell over that of many Italians long after 
that kingdom had vanished from the sceme. 

Napoleon soon passed to Saint Helena and Illyria reverted to 
Austria. But the spirit of Jugo-Slav nationalism did not melt 
away but continued to express itself and with increasing fre- 
quency, as the Jugo-Slavs themselves became more conscious of 
their essential identity apd as the investigations**of, their scholars 
and the inspiration of their poets added to their knowledge of 
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thoir past and suggested the possibilities of the future. This 
was a long, slow evolution, filling the nineteenth century. The 
contagious influence of the kindling French philosophy, borne 
over Europe* by the Revolutionary and Imperial armies, was 
followed by the romantic movement in literature and art, with 
its cult of popular memories, its respect for national traditions. 
The different groups of Southern Slavs, aroused also by the 
stirring efforts which the Northern Slavs, the Poles and Czecho- 
slovaks, were making to preserve or realize their individuality, 
were shaken out of their torpor and came to feel their essential 
oneness. What were Slovenes and Croats and Serbs but three 
names for a single folk? Did they not all speak the same 
language, whatever variations existing between them being only 
of minor significance? Were not their popular legends, imparted 
to each new generation, the same? Were not their social con- 
ceptions and their institutions similar? 

Such ideas were at first restricted to narrow circles, but 
gradually these circles widened until the more active and intel- 
ligent elements of the different sections came to have a lively 
sense of their coinmo]i origin, their common destiny, their duty 
to achieve and to maintain their essential unity in spite of 
all obstacles. 

For a long time these national aspirations possessed no 
political character, and, had the House of Hapsburg possessed 
a moderate amount of wisdom, it could have used them for its 
own advantage. But that House was quite as incapable of 
understanding its own interests as of respecting the most ele- 
mentary rights of its subjects. Instead of appearing to them 
as a protector, its customary and congenial role was that of 
oppressor. Sowing the wind for a century or so, it in the end 
inevitably reaped the whirlwind and was swept incontinently 
away. It long found willing helpers in its maltreatmen’ of its 
Slavic peoples in the Germans of Austria and the Magyars of 
Hungary. As a ^'esult of this maltreatment the non-political 
nationalist or racial sentiment of the Southern Slavs became 
political, and in the end became, wdiat it had at no time needed 
to become, disruptive. 

This lon^ and complicated chapter of history can not be 
narrated here. A leading feature of it was the alienation of the 
Croats from the Magyars. For centuries these peoples had been 
close allies in the wars against the Turks. But after 1848 their 
relations began to change. Hungary began to enact legislation 
prejudicial to the- interesis and incrc&singly injurious to the 
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rights of the Croatians. After the Ausgleich of 1867, which 
established tlie Dual Monarchy, the situation grew rapidly worse. 
Fundamentally the Ausgleich was a bargain between the Germans 
of Austria and the Magyars of Hungary designed ♦to assure the 
supremacy in the state to tliose two races, and to no more. It 
represented the very negation of what should have been the 
basis of a polyglot empire, the equal and equitable treatment 
of all its races. The Comproinise of 1867 established dualism 
at the expense of the lesser nationalities. It closed the door to 
Slavic aspirations. It handed over the Slavs of Hungary, bound 
hand and foot, to their enemies, the Magyars. As the consuming 
ambition and resolute intention of the Magyars was to Magyarize 
the other races within the kingdom and as they were prepared 
to stop at nothing to achieve their end, the Slavic revival which we 
have described now encountered in them its most dangerous foes. 
After 1868 the history of Croatia was one long succession 
of illegal and arbitrary acts designed to stamp out her individu- 
ality and succeeding in gravely undermining her historic rights. 
It was a carnival of injustice, chicanery, dishonesty and violence 
on the part of the oligarchy of Budapest, diversified by fraud 
and forgery, and by a jesuitical Macliiavelism which pervaded 
and poisoned all the relations of ]>ublic life, Croatia was sub- 
jected to what at times amounted to a regime of terror. Into 
the details of this deliberate and continuous maltreatment of 
Croatia by Hungary we cannot Outer, but the reader, if he is in- 
terested, may be referred to the various books of Mr. Seton- 
Watson, an authority upon the subject. 

Austria ruled her Southern Slavs with less of violence but 
with the same inditterence to their wishes and well-being, and 
with a ready resort to dcvspotic processes when the moment 
seemed to call for them in order to maintain the system defi- 
nitely established in 1867 by the famous and, to the Slavs, 
infamous Compromise. 

The results were not what were expected. A regime of intimi- 
dation and of injustice generally ends in [)rovoking resistance, 
in tempering the steel of the victim, in developing leaders 
and programmes of action among the op[)ressed minority. And 
this was what happened in this case. In the stei^ii school of 
unhappy experience the founders of flugo-Slavia were being 
formed and equipped for a future which they themselves could 
not clearly foresee but which they felt w^as approaching and 
W'ould prove decisive. Ideas were ripened rapirlly in this heat, 
differences of opinion Und of policy melted away and the 



CROATS, SERBS AND SLOVENES 881 

several branches of the Southern Slavs, Serbs, Croats, and 
Slovenes, were fused together in a common patriotism. Seeing 
that they would never have fair play from the powers that 
were or a decent chance for the intellectual or political or 
economic development to which they felt entitled, they stilFened, 
and waited for events. The things that divided them, as, for 
instance, religion, dropped into a very secondary position. The 
Catholic Slovenes and Croats and the Orthodox Serbs, being 
equally the victims of oppression, had an equal interest in 
escaping from it. 

The air of the Dual Monarchy in what proved to be its last 
days was charged with electricity. We shall liberate our- 
selves,’’ said a great Slav scholar, “ not by stupid quarrels but 
by serious acts, and, as it were, by means of a new history. Our 
task is to render the people capable of the destinies which await 
it.” The younger generation of Southern Slavs felt, in increas- 
ing measure, the gravity of the situation and their duty toward 
it. Many of them went to the University of Prague, a shining 
center of Slavic intellectual effort, where they followed the 
courses of Professor ^Masaryk, profiting from his large and 
liberal teaching and returning to their own country with a 
livelier hatred of oppression, with a larger tolerance of feeling 
toward each other and with a determination to break once for 
all with outworn methods and wretched prejudices which had 
served hitherto to divide them against themselves. As the Mag- 
yar despotism dee})ened the inflvience of this spirit deepened too. 

The national revival in Croatia which has just been sketched 
furnishes us the key to this tangled chapter of history. 
Croatia was inhabited by two branches of the Slavic people, 
the Croats and the Serbs. Unless those two should come to 
feel their essential unity, it was quite useless to consider a still 
wider unity, one comprehending aH the Southern Sla\s. But 
this nucleus was formed in the way just indicated, through a 
growing enlighteifinent and through common suffering. The 
march toward the independence and unity of October, 1918, was 
marked by several historic steps. Thirteen years earlier, in 
October, 1905, the de})uties in the Hungarian Parliament from 
Croatia, Dftlmatia, and Istria took occasion to draw up the 
so-called “ Resolution of Piume ” in which were set forth the 
reforms necessary for the establishment of a solid friendship 
between Croats and Magyars. Leaders in this movement were 
two Dalmatians* Dr. Trumbic (pron. Trumbitch), a lawyer and 
politician, and Dr> Supilo, editor of a* newspaper in Fiume, — 
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men who henceforth were in the forefront of the campaign. It 
is interesting to note that the Resolution of Fiume announced 
explicitly the doctrine of self-determination, a doctrine destined 
to exercise its potent witchery upon a later day* and upon a 
world-wide stage. “ Every nation,” said the Resolution, “ has 
the right to decide freely and independently concerning its 
existence and its fate.” No one of all those who later bandied 
this phrase about ever added anything to its lapidary perfection. 

A month or so after this announcement from Eiume the Croat 
and the Serb parties in the Diet of Dalmatia asserted publicly 
that “ the Serbs and Croats are one nation,” a statement from 
which there was no wavering henceforth. The political creed 
of the Southern Slavs had reached the stage of crystallization 
in fitting foi’mulas. 

But political, like religious, creeds usually need interpreta- 
tion. What did this one mean? Did those who framed it intend 
or hope to apply it to all of Jugo-Slavia or only to that part 
which was subject to the House of Hapsburg? The situation 
was this; eight million of the Southern Slavs lived in Austria- 
Hungary; four million lived in the indejiendent Kingdom of 
Serbia. Was it the ambition of those within the former to unite 
with those of the latter in forming a single state? Or was it 
their ambition merely to secure their own union and a more 
favorable status within the Dual Monarchy? If they were 
agitating for the former were they not working for an end 
that was treasonable, the disruption of Austria-Hungarv for 
the advantage of the Kingdom of Serbia? If for the latter, 
were they not simply demanding a reorganization within the Dual 
Monarchy, a reform, therefore, purely domestic in character, 
and quite legitimate? 

Needless to say they themselves declared that the latter was 
their aim and that their loyalty to the House of Hapsburg was 
not to be impugned. They were only demanding better treat- 
ment and a recognition of the obvious fatt that they, the 
Southern Slavs, were a separate ])cople; that they were merely 
appealing from a monarch badly advised to one who ought to 
be advised more wisely. And it is quite safe to say that had 
their monarch agreed with them, had he made them ‘comfortable 
and contented within their own home, they would have cast no 
glances beyond; that dugo-Slavia, in short, would have been 
permanently divided into two sections, the larger under the 
House of Hapsburg, the smaller under the House of Karageorge. 
It is interesting to notd that at the opening of 'the twentieth 
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century the best informed observers thought that the union of 
the Southern Slavs would be accomplished by Austria and under 
her direction. As late as 1911 Mr. Seton-Watson, one of the 
profoundest students of the problem and a pronounced friend 
of the JugO'Slavs, held that a Pan-Serb ideal was beyond the 
range of realization and ought not to be realized, that it, more- 
over, would be fatal to the development of civilization in the 
Balkans. The union of Croats and Serbs must and will be 
brought about,” he said, and it can only be by Austria. 

But the House of Ha})sburg missed one more golden oppor- 
tunity as it had missed so many in its variegated past. Francis 
Joseph refused to be better advised. Only the exceptional 
incapacity of the governing classes in Vienna and, very par- 
ticularly, in Buda])est, wliich set themselves like adamant against 
the proposals that came from the Soutliern Slavs, could have 
given the Kingdom of Serbia the chance whicli was about to 
come to it of acting as the deliverer and unifier of the Jugo- 
slavs, of j)laying, in the Balkans, somewhat the role that, half 
a century earlier, Piedmont had played in Italy. The govern- 
ing classes in Austria and Hungary ])referred to denounce the 
Jugo-Slavs of the Dual Monarchy as traitors in disguise, and 
tried to unmask them in great state trials, the Agram Treason 
Trial of 1909, tin* Phdedjung Trial a little later, only to fail 
utterly and disgracefully, the dociiments which Professor Fried- 
jung, a well-known Austrian historian, brought forward to 
establish the treasonable connections between the (Voat and Serb 
leaders of Austria-Hungary and the government of Belgrade 
being ])roved to be impudemt and cliimsv forgtn'ies fabricated 
with the connivance of most res})ectable ” and highly-placed 
Austrian officials, who lost nothing bv being exposed as vulgar 
criminals but were rewarded with additional and more attractive 
appointments by the authorities whose disreputable servants 
they were. 

Such was the Situation in 1914. The resentment of the 
Ch’oats and Serbs of the Dual Monarchy liad reached the boiling 
point when their constitution was abolished in 1912. But the 
war which began two years later and which, in the intention of 
Vienna and Budapest, was to settle the Jugo-Slav question once 
for all, settled it, in fact, but in a very different way from that 
which was in the mind of its authors. Intended to seal the dooip 
of the Kingdom of Serbia as a really independent center of 
Slavic life, to deStroy it as a focus for the national aspirations 
of those Serbs* who lived outside ; intended also to clear the way 



884 


JUGO-SLAVIA 


for Pan-Germanic eastern programmes, over the prostrate forms 
of the Jngo-Slavs, it issued, after resounding reverberations 
around the world, in a most astonishing backward kick. 

What was the effect of that war upon the Jugo-Slav move- 
ment which we have been attempting to portray? One effect 
was that it completed the alienation of the Southern Slavs from 
their former masters, and another was tliat it opened a path 
of hope, a path which was long enveloped in obscurity, and 
which was rough and tortuous and tliick-set with difficulties and 
which seemed at times to end in a blind alley, a street without 
a thoroughfare. 

The Great War began with sliots fired by Austrian guns across 
the Danube at Belgrade. Twice in 1914 the Austrians crossed 
into Serbia expecting an easy victory. Twice they were tlirown 
back, suffering, at the hands of a j)eople they despised, the 
first humiliations of tlie many they were destined to cxj)erience. 
Then in tlie fall of 1915 back they came again, tliis time sup- 
ported by the Germans and Bulgarians. The combination over- 
ran the country, and held it henceforth as in a vice until the 
autumn of 1918. Serbia as aii inde})en(lent nation seemed to 
be forever extinguished, awaiting only the ])osition that would 
be assigned to it in the comprehensive and ambitious schc^me of 
a Middle Europe under German auspices. All that was left 
of the little state, the so-called Piedmont of the Balkans, was 
the Government that had taken refuge in the island of Corfu 
and the Serbian regiments which that Govcnmnient had managed 
to re-form, after the defeat, and to send to the Allied cam}) of 
Salonica. 

The war was designed by those who preci])itated it not only 
to end the inde})endence of the Kingdom of Serbia. It was 
designed also to end the Jugo-Slav movement wherever it might 
be found. xVnd no sooner had it begun than the civil and military 
authorities of Austria-Hungary entered upon a })olicv of severe 
repression of the Jugo-Slavs within the Dual* Monarchy. They 
treated the pojiulation of Croatia and Bosnia and Dalmatia as 
hostile, just as tliey did tlie })eo|)le of Serbia. Many thousands 
of Jugo-Slavs were arrested, thrown into })rison, or into intern- 
ment camps where a large pro})ortion of them died. The 
properties of the victims or of their relatives wen^ confiscated. 
Treason trials became the order of the day and death sentences 
were frequent. This was the way Austria and Hungary ruled 
their southern provinces during the four years of war. Such 
procedure could only lead to one of two results, cither the 
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complete crusliing of the spirit of the victims or their complete 
estrangement from the monarchy. 

While this regime of repression was being carried out in their 
home land ascertain number of Jugo-Slav leaders, who had 
managed to escape to foreign countries, formed a JugOrSlav 
Committee with headquarters in London and Paris and with a 
programme of a united and free Jugo*Slavia. Among them were 
Trumbic and Siipilo, who, as we have seen, had helped to frame 
the Resolution of Fiume. The Coimnittee membership consisted 
not only of European Jugo-Slavs but also of representatives of 
tlie Jugo-Slav colonies in North and South America. Its 
})ur})ose was to interest the Entente Powers in its cause, but it 
met at first with an indifierent res])onse. Jugo-Slavia was far 
away and its aflf'airs excited but little curiosity. Moreover 
England and France at that time were not greatly aroused 
against Austria-Hungary, wliicli their leaders were inclined to 
consider as necessary to the European state system, as holding 
in some kind of useful balance the unstable elements of various 
nationalities. Their wrath was directed ])riniarily against 
Germany. The difficulties confronting the Jugo-Slav Committee 
were therefore enormous, — general indifference, wide-spread 
ignorance on the part of the Allies, and feeble resources on their 
own. Rut it kept stoutly at work, conducting its })ropaganda 
as best it could. One of the things it did, which caught the 
attention of the Allies, was the organization of Jugo-Slav legions 
from among the tJugo-Slav prisoners in Russia. These troops 
fought for the Allied cause in the Roumanian campaign. They 
were later transferred, via Murmansk, England and France, to 
the Salonica front. One brigade, cut off*, could only be gotten 
out through Siberia. The Jugo-Slavs did, on a lesser scale, 
what the Czecho-Slovaks, more favorably circumstanced, did on 
a larger. 

Not only did the Jugo-Slavs receive slight attention or 
encouragement fron#the Allies during the early years of the war, 
but, on the contrary, they experienced a heavy blow in the entry 
of Italy into the war in May, 1915, for Italy had only decided 
to throw in her lot with tlie Allies on terms that were very 
prejudicial t»5 the cause of the Jugo-Slavs. By the Treaty of 
London of April 27, 1915, the Entente Powers guaranteed to 
Italy, in the case of a successful outcome of the war, an exten- 
sive area around the head of the Adriatic and down its eastern 
•shore, in Gorizia,#Uarniola, Istria, and Dalmatia and including 
many of the Adriatic islands. More than •700,000 Southern Slavs 
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lived within this area. Tims not only were Austria and Germany 
sworn enemies of Jugo-Slavia, but within the Entente too there 
was a dangerous rival, powerfully supported, and a rival may 
easilv become an enemy. The Treaty of London was a secret 
agreement but the Jugo-Slavs soon learned of its provisions 
with substantial accuracy. Depressing to them, the treaty was 
of service to Austria-Hungary in her efforts to rally the 
Slovenes and Croats in defense of the national territory. The 
Entente Powers were represented as ready to betray their natural 
allies. 

But even this serious setback did not cause the Southern Slavs 
to deflect from the course upon which they had entered, and to 
which events, as well as general considerations of ultimate 
advantage, forced them to adhere. The brilliant deeds of the 
Serbian army stirred their blood and the subsequent conquest of 
Serbia by the Austro-German-Bulgarian combination evoked 
their lively sympathy. The «Jugo-Slavs saw more and more 
clearly that they must hang together or they would hang 
separately. There was nothing to hoy)e for from the Central 
Powers, whereas a victory of the Entente might bring great 
advantages, though not all that they might wish. Desertions 
of Jugo-Slav soldiers from the x\ustrian armies in which they had 
been necessarily enrolled to the armies of the Entente persisted 
and increased. 

The national idea continued to develop among the Jugo-Slavs, 
favored by certain events. The death of the Em])eror Francis 
Joseph on November 21, 1916, and the accession of the young 
Emperor Charles introduced a somewhat milder regime into the 
Austrian Empire. A number of prominent Slavs, imprisoned 
for political offenses, were released. Particularly did the sum- 
moning of the Austrian Parliament, which had not beem allowed 
to meet since 1914, oft*er an opportunity for thc^ dissatisfled to 
express publicly their grievances and desires. The Jugo-Slavs 
at once put forward their demands in the foH*owing words: ‘‘ I'he 
union of all the Jugo-Slav territories of the Monarchy in an 
independent state organism, free from the rule of any foreign 
nation, and resting on a democratic basis, under the scepter of 
the Hapsburg-Lorraine Dynasty.” The reference to the dynasty 
was considered by many people as indicating persistent loyalty 
to the Austrian connection. It, however, was apparently dic- 
tated merely by prudence. Without some such f)hrase discussion 
would be immediately suppressed, and persons' advocating seces- 
sion from the state wbiild be treated as traitofs. As it was, 



THE CORFU MANIFESTO 887 

the supporters of this resolution were generally so regarded and 
denounced. 

It was left for the Southern Slavs residing outside the Dual 
Monarchy, not for those within, to repudiate the Hapsburgs, to 
demand complete separation from Austria-Hungary, and to an- 
nounce a very definite programme for the future independent 
vstate. The Prime Minister of Serbia, Pasliitch, and the president 
of the Jugo-Slav Committee in London, Dr. Trumbic, after long 
negotiations and discussions, issued on July 20, 1917, the Mani- 
festo of Corfu, a document of capital importance and which has 
been called the birth certificate of the future Jugo-Slavia. After 
declaring that the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes constitute a single 
nation, and after appealing to the doctrine of self-determination, 
the Manifesto lays down the principles that the future state 
shall be called ‘‘ The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and Slo- 
venes that it will be a constitutional, democratic, and parlia- 
mentary monarchy under the Karageorgevitch Dynasty”; that 
the united state shall have a flag of its own and that the three 
constituent members shall all have their own flags as well, 
which shall rank equally and may be freely hoisted on all 
occasions”; tliat the two alphabets, the (\vrillic and the Latin, 
shall also rank equally, as shall also the three religions, the 
Orthodox, the Roman Catholic, and the Mohammedan. The 
Manifesto also announced that the future constitution would be 
framed by a special constituent assembly elected by universal 
suffrage, that all citizens would be e(]ual in the eyes of the law 
and that the suffrage would be universal, equal, direct, and secret. 
It also ])roclaimed the freedom of the Adriatic to all nations. 

The publication of this manifesto marked a decisive step 
forward in the Jugo-Slav movement. It furnished a banner for 
the nationalists in all Southern Slav lands, and laid down the 
chief lines of future development. None of the Entente Govern- 
ments officially expressed approval of it but it was well received 
by the ])coples of ^he Entente countries, and seemed to clarify 
and crystalli/.e public opinion both at home and abroad. But 
statesmen lagged behind. Mr. Lloyd George said on *ranuary 
5, 1918, that ‘‘ the break-u]) of Austria-Hungary is no part of 
our war aiifis ” and that, if genuine self-government on demo- 
cratic principles were given to the nationalities, ‘‘ Austria-Hun- 
gary would become a Power whose strength would conduce to 
the permanent peace and freedom of Europe.” Three days later 
in his famous Fourteen Point Speecli President Wilson expressed 
practically tlie same view; ‘‘The peoples of Austria-Hungary, 
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whose place among the nations we wish to see safeguarded and 
assured, should be accorded the freest opportunity of autonomous 
development.” 

But this issue, like so many others that were* pending, was 
not to be determined, though it might be helped or retarded, by 
statesmen, foreign or domestic, but was to be decided by the 
fortunes of Avar, by tlie generals and soldiers in the field. 
Events moved with great rapidity in the year 1918. In 
September Bulgaria sued for peace after a final campaign in 
which the Serbian troops took a leading part. In October 
Austria-Hungary collapsed and dissolved into its constituent 
elements. In various parts of Jugo-Slavia local national 
councils sprang up to take over provisionally the direction of 
affairs. A swift and bloodless revolution was accomplished. 
Jealousies of Serbs and Croats and Slovenes, projects enter- 
tained by some of a separate Croatia along with a Greater 
Serbia as the desirable arrangement for the future, two states 
instead of one, were all swept aside in the general Jugo-Slav 
enthusiasm. The Italian danger, for the Italian troops had 
advanced to occupy those Jugo-Slav lands which the Treaty of 
London had assigned to Italy, also acted as an accelerator of 
opinion and of action. On December 1, 1918, the union was 
effected of the Jugo-Slav territories whicli were under the control 
of the National Council at Zagreb, and the old Kingdom of 
Serbia. The ncAv Kingdom of tlie Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes 
was proclaimed. 

Meanwhile a revolution had occurred in the Kingdom of 
Montenegro. A so-called National Assembly had met on 
November 26, had declared King Nicholas and his d\niastv 
deposed, and had voted the union of Montenegro with Serbia. 
Whether this assembly represented the real oj)inion of the king- 
dom or whether it was merely a })acked, irregular body, usur}>ing 
a power to whicli it had no right, are (juestions that have since 
been much discussed, thougli apparently the discussion is decreas- 
ing. In any case there is at present a dissentient partv in 
Montenegro which regards the action of the Assembly as illegal, 
and which would like to see it undone. 

Thus a new state had come into existence, a state of Southern 
Slavs. But wliat would its boundaries be? Would tlicv be 
spacious enough to include all the Soutliern Slavs? We have 
already seen that the Italians had long had tlieir eye not only 
upon those Austrian territories where tliere Were unredeemed 
Italians but also upon \:hose where there were Jugo-Slavs and 
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which the Jugo-Slavs tliornselves wished and intended to redeem. 
Hitherto Austria had been the chief obstacle to the unity of the 
Southern Slavs. Was Italy now to slip into her place? What 
would the Gr|Cat Powers have to say? They had not yet recog- 
nized the new arrangement. Would they do so, and, if so, on 
what terms? These were matters that must be settled and con- 
sequently the new nation looked forward, in hoj)e and in fear, to 
the convening of tlie Conference of Paris. Pasliitch, a Serbian, 
Trumbic, a Dalmatian Croat, and Zolger, a Slovene, were sent 
to represent lier there. 

They ran forthwith right into the teeth of a fierce and wrack- 
ing storm, and one that was to be unconscionably long in sub- 
siding. Into the details of this tumultuous cha])ter in diplomacy 
we cannot enter here and yet the details alone can do it justice 
and can give an idea of the fury of the blast. The claims of 
Jugo-Slavia and of Italy clashed violently. Italy took her stand 
upon the Treaty of l.ondon which gave her not only Trieste, a 
predominatingly Italian city, but wide districts in Istria, Gorizia, 
and Dalmatia, territories which, with the exception of the western 
part of Istria, were overwhelmingly Jiigo-Slav in po{)ulation, 
Dalmatia, for instance, had a population of over 600,000, of 
whom less than 20,000 were Italians. Yet the Treaty of London 
gave the larger ])art of it to Italy. Italy took her stand upon 
treaty rights, Jugo-Slavia took hers upon ethnology, each using 
other arguments whenever it seemed desirable. Italy claimed 
Fiume, too, though not included in the Treaty. Jugo-Slavia 
also claimed it by ethnical right as well as by an imperative 
economic necessity, it being the only good ])ort in sight, if Italy 
was to have Trieste and Pola. Was the kingdom of the Serbs, 
Croats, and Slovenes to be deprived of access to the sea as the 
kingdom of S(*rl)ia had been in 191 J after the Balkan Wars? . 

The boundary between Italy and Jugo-Slavia was not drawn 
by the Conference of Paris, although it was one of the topics 
that most occu])ieikand disturbed that body. Great Britain and 
Fh'ance sup])orted Italy on the ground of treaty obligation, 
l^resident Wilson supj)orted »Iugo-Slavia, refusing to recogni/x* 
the Treaty of London as binding, because it was the offspring 
of secret dif)lomacy and because, in his view, it was expressly 
abrogated bv the Allies themselves when they accepted his 
Fknirteen Points and other formulae as the basis of the armistice. 

Tlik Adriatic crisis continued all through the life of the Con- 
ference of Ihiris* and remained unsolved when that Conference 
adjourned. Nor w^as it ever settled •by the Great Powers, 
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although they made several more or less contradictory efforts 
to settle it. A solution was finally reached by direct negotia- 
tion between Italy and Jugo-Slavia, culminating in the Treaty 
of Rapallo (November 12, 1920), Italy had a certt^in advantage 
in these negotiations owing to the eclipse of President Wilson. 
By the Treaty of Rapallo, Italy secured a frontier considerably 
fartlier cast than the so-called Wilson line. She secured most 
of Istria and a strip of territory connecting it with Fiume, but 
not that city itself. But neither did Jugo-Slavia acquire Fiume, 
which was henceforth to be a free port under the League 
of Nations. But Italy gave up all claims to Dalmatia, with 
the exception of the single town of Zara, which became a free 
city under Italian sovereignty. She also gave up most of the 
islands along the Eastern Adriatic which she liad claimed and 
w'hich were finally secured by Jugo-Slavia. By this treaty Italy 
acquired about 50(),0()() «Tugo-Slavs. The Jugo-Slavs acquired a 
few thousand Italians along the Dalmatian coast. Yet they 
were compelled to guarantee special linguisHc and other riglits to 
their few Italians, whereas Italy signed no corrcs{)onding guaran- 
tees for the half-million Slovenes and Croats now within her 
boundaries. 

Thus the prolonged di})lomatic controversy ended. As long 
as it continued the new* state of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes 
was prevented from undertaking the work of national consolida- 
tion which was so imperative. Her boundaries finally defined, 
she now turned to pressing domestic (juestions. Elections for 
a national assembly to draft a constitution were held on 
November 28, 1920. One of the cluef sub jects of discussion in 
the assembly w^as wlietlier the new state should he federal or 
unitary. There were other lines of cleavage also. The j)easant 
and Catholic parties of Croatia wished to set up a republic but 
the majority voted for a constitutional monareby. There was 
dispute about the name of the new' state, the Croats and Slovenes 
wishing to call it Jugo-Slavia, but the Serbs vigorously objecting, 
not willing to have their name, wdiich had long been the name of a 
state, eliminated entirely from the a})pellation. And so the 
aw^kward title of Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes w^as 
written into the fundamental law, * 

The constitution as finally drawn up is a long and elaborate 
document. It is fundamentally the old constitution of Serbia 
writ large — wdth of course many variations in detail. It pro- 
vides for a legislature consisting of a single chamber, the 
Skupshtina. The suffrdge is universal, the propoVtional system 
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of representation is established, as is parliamentary government. 

The official language of the kingdom is Serbo-Croatian- 
Slovene,” declares Article 3, an article which appears to settle 
from on high a much mooted philological question by declaring 
all three one and the same language. 

The new constitution went into effect on June 28, 1921. The 
state thus created consists of two former independent kingdoms, 
Serbia and Montenegro, and of Bosnia, Herzegovina, Croatia, 
Dalmatia, Slavonia, three or four small sections of western 
Bulgaria, acquired on the ground of necessary frontier rectifica- 
tion, and a part of the Banat of Temesvar, a region of former 
Hungary, now divided, as has been already said, with Roumania. 
The new state has a population of about 12,000,000, whereas 
Serbia at the outbreak of the war had one of about 1^,000,000. 
Jugo-Slavia does not include all the Southern Slavs, though it 
does include the large majority. Five or six hundred thousand 
Slavs are now subject to the House of Savoy, and about 5,000,- 
000 form the independent state of liulgaria. Nor does Jugo- 
slavia include only Southern Slavs. Within the new state are 
y)erha])s 450,000 Germans, about the same number of Magyars, 
150,000 Roumanians, and 250,000 Albanians. These racial 
minorities, though not relatively lai’ge, may give trouble in the 
future, as may also the small Bulgarian districts on the eastern 
border, taken for strategic reasons. 

Whether the unity of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes is as strong 
and dee]) as the leaders of the Jugo-Slav movement have assured 
the world, whether it can stand the strain of the acute party 
and local conflicts which liave hitherto been customary in the 
Balkans and to which it will inevitably be ex})Osed, whether the 
fusion of the constituent elements is increasing in completeness 
and will continue to increase, are (juestions as difficult to answer 
as they are vital in character. Certain it is that there is a lively 
demand in Croatia and Slovenia for a larger measure of auton- 
omy than that prcA’ided by the constitution. This demand may 
prove strong enough to force a revision of the constitution in 
the direction of a looser federalism; it may conceivably lead to 
civil dissension and even to the disruption of the state; or the 
disaffection hiay j)rove but temporary and may be assuaged by 
some less extreme adjustment. All that can be done here is to 
indicate the cloud uj)on the horizon, without attempting to say 
whether it will ex])and or disappear. 

The foreign jiAlicy of Jugo-Slavia is that represented by the 
Little Entente, one of whose members she is. She has also signed 
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with Italy an agreement for common action in case any attempt 
should be made to restore the Hapsburgs to the throne of Austria 
or of Hungary. 

Jugo-Slavia is largely an agricultural country rand in most 
sections the land is held in small properties by the peasants. 
In her forests and her mines she has immense resources, as yet 
largely undeveloped. She is poorl}^ j)rovided with railroads. 
Illiteracy is very high. That the work of economic exploitation 
may proceed capital is necessary and capital is very difficult for 
a small, partially devastated, and newly-founded country, to 
secure. Jugo-Slavia confronts many and serious difficulties. 
But she has in the past confronted difficulties even more serious 
and has conquered them. 
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THE REPUBLIC OF AUSTRIA 

The nations which we liave been describing in the last few 
chapters are called the Succession States, successors and self- 
appointed legatees of the oldest and proudest royal family of 
Europe, the House of Hapsburg. They are the states which 
have succeeded tlie Austro-Hungarian ^lonarchy which collapsed 
in the month of October, 1918, with a suddenness and a com- 
pleteness that can be matched with difficulty in the history of 
the world. The necrology of empires records few, if any, 
instances of death as dramatic or impressive as that of this 
illustrious and historic realm. It vanished from the scene 
ingloriously amid the lightnings and the thunders of a w'orld war 
which, for those who had begun it, was at last drawing to a 
catastrophic close. 

But IN)land, C/echo-Slovakia, Roumania, Jugo-Slavia are 
not the only succession states. When those countries had divided 
Francis Joseph’s coat of many colors, to their approximate 
satisfaction, tliere was something still left over, namely Austria 
and Hungary, both brought low, indeed, from their former high 
estate, greatly changed in form and feature, and sadly shrunken 
in their fortunes and their })rospects. These, too, the present 
Republic of Austria and the kingless Kingdom of Hungary, are 
succession states also, the lesser heirs of a great inheritance, 
l^ct us examine their recent history. 

The Republic of Austria was proclaimed on November 12, 
1918, by the Germftn-speaking deputies of the former Reichsrath 
who since October 21 had been constituted as a Provisional 
National Assembly. At tlie same moment that these men 
declared German Austria a republic they also declared that it 
would form* an integral part of the German Reich. The 
Emperor Charles renounced all share in affairs of state. A 
provisional constitution had been already adopted, extremely 
democratic in character. The transition from the old system 
to the new was* bloodless, the natural representatives of the 
former regime* yielding without a struggfe. But the new republic 

893 



894 


THE REPUBLIC OF AUSTRIA 


was of revolutionary origin. It was not evolved by any legal 
process out of the old constitution. There was a break in his- 
torical continuity. The present Republic of Austria is a new 
state. It is not simply old Austria rebaptized. » 

It was confronted at tlie outset with redoubtable problems, 
both foreign and domestic. It was a republic which did not 
know^ what its boundaries would be and wdiich was forced to 
await the pleasure or convenience of its enemies, who would 
settle this fundamental matter. Its government might argue 
about the matter and argue it did with ability and finesse. But 
the decision lay, not in Vienna but in Paris, and tlie Austrian 
delegation was not in Paris and was not expected until summoned 
to receive the draft of the treaty which w'ould so profoundly affect 
the future of the republic. Austria’s argument was that, as she 
accepted President WilsoiPs Fourteen Points unreservedly, she 
had a right to have them lionestly applied. She renounced all 
claim to keep Czechs or Slavs or Italians within her territory if 
they did not wish to remain. But the doctrine of nationality, 
of self-determination, must be extended to the German element 
of the former monarchy, as to the otlier racial groups. If it 
were, then the Germans of Bohemia and the Germans of Western 
Hungary would be joined with the Germans of Vienna and tlie 
neighboring provinces and a state of some ten million people 
would result. In case of doubt Austria asked only a fair 
plebiscite, to be conducted preferably by an Allied commission. 

Logically this position was very strong. If there was any- 
thing incongruous in the German Austrians ajipearing in this 
unaccustomed role of zealous defenders of the sacred rights of 
races, they w^ho, with the Magyars, had up to then held those 
rights in slight esteem, the incongruity did not affect the correct- 
ness of their present attitude. The mere fact that they and 
their Magyar colleagues had been famous ojiprcssors of other 
nationalities might cast some suspicion upon the nature of their 
sudden conversion to the doctrine of the hoifr. But it did not 
alter the fact that self-determination, being announced as the 
corner stone of the new order, ought to be a[)plied systematically, 
and not merely when its probable operations would prove 
pleasing to its sponsors. * 

But when the Austrian delegation was summoned to Paris to 
receive the draft of the treaty which they were exj)ccted to sign, 
they found, probably not to their amazement, but certainly to 
their great chagrin, that Northern Tyrol vViHi its WO.OOO 
intensely loyal German Austrians was to go to lialy, and that 
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the 3,000,000 Germans of Bohemia, who hated the Czechs like 
poison, were to be included in Czccho-Slovakia, that the new 
Austrian Republic was to be a nation not of ten million, but of 
six million add a half, that it was to be a truncated nationality, 
that while there was to be an Italy Redeemed there was to be an 
Austria Irredenta, which might never be redeemed, because to 
those who have is given while from those who have not is taken 
away even that whicli they have. Strategic arguments were 
assigned as justifying the transfer of Northern Tyrol, birth- 
place of Andreas Hofer and many other Austrian heroes, and 
historical and economic arguments to justify the incorporation 
of the Germans of Boliemia and Moravia, dcs])ite their desires, 
into the new Czech state. And yet strategic and historical and 
economic arguments were not allowed the Austrians when they 
would operate to their advantage, only when to their disadvan- 
tage. Naturally the Austrians regard the Fourteen Points as 
a fraud and the doctrine of self-determination as a delusion and 
a snare, a fabric of organized hypocrisy and insincerity. It 
should be said, liowever, that it was this doctrine that won 
them a small strip of Western Hungary. This, however, they 
regarded as rather a mockery than as a consolation. 

The argument of the Austrians would have been unassailable 
if the Allies had ever promised to consider etlinoh)gy and nothing 
but ethnology in reconstructing the map of Europe. But it 
certainly would have been absurd to have judged and decided 
every boundary question from that single standard. Life is 
more complex than that and many factors inevitably enter into 
the creation of states. History is one of the most powerful of 
these elements and cannot wisely or safely be ignored. It cannot 
be maintained that the Conference of Paris a]>plied principles 
consistently everywhere, but in the case of Czecho-Slovakia they 
did the only thing that was consonant with the success, the 
security, the durability of the state they were helping on its 
way in a world of*^danger, of a people which had conspicuously 
aided the Allies in their time of stress. The Austrians were 
too prone to forget that the Allies owed much to the Czechs, 
wliereas Austrian contributions to the well-being and triumph of 
the Allies had not been notable. It would have been neither just 
nor reasonable to let bygones be bygones thus nonchalantly and 
to treat victim and offender as if there were no difference between 
them. One can yuite well appreciate the Austrian feeling in this 
matter withoi^t conceding that it alone, should be considered, to 
the exclusion of all other considerations. 
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In another matter also the Austrians were destined to dis- 
appointment. They desired, as we have seen, to become a part 
of the German Reich. Article II of their Fundamental Law of 
November 12, 1918, declared that ‘‘ German AustVia is a con- 
stituent portion of the German Republic.” The principle of 
self-determination was again invoked. If Austria wished to be 
a part of the German Republic and that Republic wished to 
have her, who had the right to forbid the banns? She would be 
united with a people of the same stock, speaking the same 
language, and the union with that large political and economic 
body would enable her to live, which she could not do if reduced 
to the status of a petty nation, without resources, and surrounded 
by states that were inflamed against her. 

The Conference of Paris forbade the banns peremptorily and 
explicitly, inserting provisions into the treaty with Germany and 
the treaty with Austria which required both countries to renounce 
their plan. Was Germany to be permitted to come out of the 
war larger than ever, and more preponderant in Europe? Was 
she to maintain and even increase her crushing numerical superi- 
ority over each of the other great Occidental })owers? She 
might lose Alsace-Lorraine and her Danish and Polish provinces, 
but if she could annex Austria she would be more populous than 
ever and would sit astride central Europe from Hamburg and 
Bremen nearly to the Adriatic, and would be master of the Dan- 
ube as well as of the rivers flowing north. An exchange of 
Strasbourg and Posen for the imperial city of Vienna would 
be willingly accepted as a piece of incredible good luck. And, 
having gained a prize which was beyond even Bismarck’s 
dreams, Germany would be in a position to try again the realiza- 
tion of her ambitions under better auspices than befoi'c, to 
attack her neighbors and rewrite the odious treaties, this time 
according to her heart’s desire. And who could doubt that she 
would attempt precisely that, if she should consider the moment 
ripe? Was the war to be permitted to end in a triumph of 
Pan-Germanism ? 

Obviously France could not for a moment consent to any such 
an outcome of the Allied victory, to any such issue, of a conflict 
in which her very life had been at stake and had been so nearly 
taken. The most elementary considerations of future security 
forbade her acquiescence in such a plan. France, with her 
population of at most 40,()00,()0(), would be exposed to danger 
enough from her mere pr^^ximity to a people of at lef|st 60,000,000, 
and a people, moreover, almost inevitably bent upon revenge. 
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And not only France but Poland, Czecho-Slovakia, Roumania, 
Jugo-Slavia would be directly threatened by this union of their 
enemies of yesterday and their likely enemies of tomorrow, by 
this augmentation of Germany’s strength and this more favor- 
able delineation of her boundaries. Czecho-Slovakia, for instance, 
would be surrounded on three sides by Germany and its exis- 
tence might be easily ended at the proper moment. And with 
Germany a neighbor of Hungary, through her annexation of 
Austria, the Magyars would be quickly brought within the 
German orbit, and the Magyars had grievances enough against 
the Czecho-Slovaks, the Roumanians, the Jugo-Slavs for having 
parcelled up “ their ” territories. The last end of these new 
states would be worse than their first. Were the Allies anxious 
to help on that process of building up a Germanic Middle 
Europe which they had just blocked at such fearful cost? 

The interests at stake were not only those of France and the 
newly created or newly enlarged states of central and eastern 
p]urope. All Phirope, the entire system of European recon- 
struction, the durability of the whole set of treaties which were 
being drafted, the very basis of the new European order would 
be gravely threatened by such a consummation. ’ This was no 
mere harmless detail in the conqdicated work of readjustment. 
It was a pivotal })oiiit. Tlie ])eace of the world was involved. 
It was not for the Allies to labor in the interest of those who 
would be only too glad to undo all their work and fashion a 
very different Pairo})e, to the advantage of those who have never 
accepted their defeat. The decision of the Conference was that 
Austria should not be allowed to join Germany except with the 
consent of the Council of the League of Nations whose decision 
must be unanimous ; including, therefore, necessarily the vote 
of France, always to be a member of the Council. 

The solution of the difficulties which confronted the new 
republic was not therefore to be found in uniting it with the 
German Reich, which would mean an important change in the 
European equilibrium ami might constitute a menace for the 
peace of tlie world by augmenting the power of the German 
bloc in the heart of Europe. There is one thing more sacred 
than the right to self-determination of a single people, and that 
is the right to life of all the other peoples, their right to live 
free from the constant apprehension of a reopening of the 
bloody conflict. The constitution of a formidable German bloc 
would mean the }5olitical and economic subjection of the neighbor- 
ing states. I’hat would be the immediate or the early result of 
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the union of Austria with Germany. Then, once its first dreams 
of aggrandizement were realized, Pan-Germanism would not be 
slow in revealing its remote ambitions. 

This union is therefore not likely to be permitted until at 
least it is reasonably evident that Germany has undergone so 
profound a change in mind and outlook, has become so truly 
pacific that she does not constitute a danger to her neighbors, 
and that she had no intention of tearing up at the first convenient 
opportunity the treaties upon which the new Europe rests. 

It has often been said that it is absolutely useless to forbid 
this union since Austria cannot live as an independent state. 
This argument is one that cannot be refuted, not because it has 
been proved by experience but precisely because the experiment 
has never been made. It is also said that Europe has no right 
to interpose its veto against the realization of the wishes of both 
the peoples directly concerned. It is pertinent to recall, how- 
ever, that the Great Powers nearly a century ago decided, in 
the interest of the European equilibrium, that the French-speak- 
ing Belgians should not be united with France, and that Belgium 
has been able to live an independent life and that no Frenchman 
today dreams of claiming annexation. What has happened in 
the case of Belgium may happen in the case of Austria. 

One thing at least in regard to Austria should never be for- 
gotten, namely that it was not the Allies which divided up the 
Austro-Hungarian Empire. It was the peo])les of that Empire 
themselves. 

The proclamation of the Republic of Austria on November 
12, 1918, meant the end of the old order and the beginning of 
a new. The dynasty of Hapsburg-Lorraine was set aside and 
its members were banished from the country unless they would 
give guarantees that they would accept without reservation the 
laws of the republic. A large part of the Hapsburg family 
domains ^vas confiscated and the nobility was abolished. The 
Emperor did not abdicate, but withdrew, fif^st to a castle on 
the Danube, and, in March, 1919, to Switzerland. 

The government of Austria after October, 1918, w^as entirely 
in the hands of new men. They faced an appalling situation, 
threatened starvation, manifold misery, anarchical ^disorganiza- 
tion every w^here, the woeful legacy of war. The collapse of the 
Empire severed the Austrian provinces, and particularly the 
great city of Vienna, from the customary sources of food-supply, 
as those sources were pow largely includ(‘d in, and jealousy 
guarded by, the new states arising from that collapse. And 
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not only the food-supply but the coal necessary, also, for the 
support of life, the maintenance of transport and of industry. 
Czecho-Slovakia which now possessed the coal mines would not 
send the precious fuel to Vienna. Hungary, the granary of 
the former monarchy, kept her produce for herself. The 
setting up of the new political barriers was followed by the 
erection of economic barriers as well and Vienna was for a while 
almost hermetically closed. And not only did the new succes- 
sion states harden their hearts against this reminder of former 
oppression, but the agricultural provinces of the Republic itself 
refused to help the capital in its dire distress, or helped only 
by exacting exorbitant prices for their produce. Unemployment 
on a large and increasing scale aggravated the difficulties of 
the situation. Compelled to seek abroad for many of the barest 
necessities, the republic could acquire only with great difficulty a 
modicum of what it needed. Starvation was at the doors. To 
prevent its con(iuest of Vienna the government was forced to 
buy, if it could, at high prices and sell at low, which was storing 
up new troubles for the future in a sadly disordered budget. 
At the beginning of 1921 the annual deficit of Austria was esti- 
mated at over fifty billion kronen. To meet this the government 
had to contract what loans it could abroad, which were neither 
numerous nor large. For the rest it was driven to rely upon 
the printing ])ress, a method that was sure to end in financial 
catastrophe, yet the only method that remained. 

This critical condition of the new Ainstria called fortli to a 
certain extent the sym])athy and attention of former neutral and 
even enemy states which did what they could to prevent the worst 
from happening, particularly to save Vienna from starving. 
The Allied Food Commission under the direction of Mr. Hoover 
organized the shipment and distribution of sup])lics on a large 
scale. But the chief })reoccupation of tlie Austrian Government 
during two years after the armistice w'as the procuring of at 
least the necessai^y minimum of food. The problem remained 
and still remains a serious one, Austria herself producing only 
about half the food she needs. 

The economic condition of Austria began to improve somewhat 
in tlie coui^se of 1921 and it seemed that the corner had been 
turned. Methods of rehabilitating the country and putting it 
upon a sound basis had been carefully studied by several inter- 
national bodies, but had as yet yielded slight results. The 
financial situatiftn, bad all over the world, was particularly bad 
here, and would not easily yield to treatment. Moreover it was 
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none too clear what the treatment should be or how it should 
be administered. Only slowly was a certain relief to be worked 
out by the agency of the League of Nations. 

Meanwhile the commercial hostility of the states^ surrounding 
Austria, which was so marked on the morrow of the war, is show- 
ing some tendency to abate, and commercial treaties, mutually 
advantageous, are gradually being concluded between her and 
her neighbors, and this ought to contribute to the creation of a 
better condition of affairs. The new states are coming to see 
that the hope of all of them lies in a certain measure of co- 
operation and that a continuation of harsh and illiberal policies 
is the surest way to retard their own economic development. 
This process is one that cannot be hurried but the pressure of 
circumstances is steadily urging it on. 

The boundaries of the Republic of Austria are laid down in 
the Treaty of Saint-Germain. The state is divided into eight 
provinces, Vienna, now set apart as a separate province, Lower 
Austria, Upper Austria, Vorarlberg, Salzburg, Styria, Carinthia, 
Tyrol, the latter three much reduced from what they w^ere 
before the war. By the terms of the treaty Austria has shrunk 
from 116,000 square miles to 32,000 square miles. She is a 
land-locked state, having no access to the sea. In this she 
resembles Switzerland, Czecho-Slovakia, and Hungary, with w^hich 
she is contiguous. But slie has been granted certain rights of 
transit to the sea over the territory of intervening countries. 
Of her six million people, a disproportionate number, nearly 
two million, live in Vienna, a city whose future is problematical. 
It has been generally thought that this metropolis, the former 
capital of a powerful empire, the seat of a brilliant court, of a 
vast administrative system, employing thousands and thousands 
of officials, a business, banking, and commercial center with 
ramifications all over the country, a city ricli in museums and 
galleries and educational institutions known throughout the w'orld, 
one of the most attractive and gayest residencV towns of Europe 
to which the rich were wont to repair to spend their money, must 
suffer irretrievably from its new {)ositi()n as the huge head 
of a small agricultural state, that it must inevitably lose its 
importance and prestige and sink into a mere melancholy 
reminder of faded glories and departed splendor. Something 
of this may, indeed, prove to be its ultimate fate, yet it seems 
to begin to appear that the economic predominance of Vienna 
reposes upon a much more solid basis than was at fjrst supposed, 
after the collapse of the empire whose heart it had been for so 
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many centuries and from which it had drawn its wealth and 
its lustre. 

The political structure of the Austrian republic is laid down 
in the new constitution which went into force on October 1, 1920, 
and which is one of the longest and most detailed constitutions 
to be found anywhere. This document establishes a federal, not 
a centralized, republic, the provinces having considerable powers. 
It establishes universal suffrage, women as well as men having 
the vote, the voting age being twenty-one. It provides for a 
parliament of two houses, an Assembly (Nationalrat) elected 
by popular vote for four years, and in accordance with the 
principle of proportional representation, and a Federal Council 
(Bundesrat) chosen by tlie Provincial Diets in proportion to 
their population, the smallest province or state having at least 
three representatives, the largest not more than twelve. Vir- 
tually, however, the parliament consists of a single chamber as 
the powers of the Federal Council are merely advisory. Its 
veto can be overridden by a mere majority in the popular house. 
The two houses combined elect the president of the republic whose 
term is for four years and may be once renewed. The president 
must be at least thirty-five years of age. Members of reigning 
or formerly reigning houses are not eligible to the j)residency. 
The cabinet is elected by the Assembly or popular house. The 
constitution sets uji an elaborate system of courts and it is 
interesting to note tlie creation of a so-called Constitutional 
(\)urt whicli has the power to decide wlietlier laws, either 
Federal or Provincial, are or are not constitutional. This court 
has the right to quash an illegal decree or an unconstitutional 
law'. 

The first ])resident elected under this constitution was Dr. 
IMichel Hainisch, chosen on December 9, 1920. Born in 1858 
Dr. Hainisch, by ]M’ofession a lawyer, had held various offices 
under the old Km{)ire and was the author of many books on 
sociology and ])olftics. Once a Radical Socialist, he has in his 
later years become a Conservative Agrarian. 

The first parliament \inder the constitution w'as elected in 
October, 1920, and resulted in the return of three principal 
parties, the^ (Miristian Socialists (82), a peasant and clerical 
party W'hose strength is in the provinces, the Social Democrats 
(Of)), W'hose strength is in the cities, particularly in Vienna, and 
a German Nationalist party (20), whose name indicates its pro- 
gramme. The bpposition here showui js that betw'een peasants 
and town-workers. The reactionary or conservative parties of 
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the old empire have largely disappeared from the scene. While 
some legislation demanded by the working classes has been passed 
and certain measures have been enacted of a socialistic tendency, 
the generally disorganized and distressing conditions prevailing 
throughout the country since the close of the war have militated 
seriously against tlie success of any attempts to set up a new 
economic order. The country has been living from hand to 
mouth and has had no time to provide for otlier than the most 
pressing needs. Social legislation on a considerable or practical 
scale will have to await a calmer time and a riper concensus 
of opinion. 

Since December, 1920, Austria has belonged to the League of 
Nations, and the League has latterly been empowered to attempt 
the financial and economic rehabilitation of the country, an at- 
tempt which appears to be in a fair way to succeed. An agree- 
ment was concluded in September, 1922, at Geneva and under 
the auspices of the League, by which Great Britain, France, Italy, 
and Czecho-Slovakia were to loan Austria about $130,000,000 for 
the purpose of rehabilitating her finances and stabilizing her cur- 
renc}’. This loan was to be secured by the control of the Austrian 
customs receipts, the state tobacco monopoly and other assets. 
The League of Nations was authorized to direct and supervise 
the execution of this plan, wliich amounted to a y)ractical re- 
ceivership, or financial dictatorship, of the debtor state. 
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HUNGARY SINCE THE WAR 

Not only did one of the two members of the Dual Monarchy, 
Austria, suddenly dissolve into its constituent elements in 
October, 1918, but the other, also, Hungary, crumpled up and 
collapsed under the staggering blows of military defeat and 
disaster. The day of judgment had come simultaneously for 
two states which had long defied all the weather signals of the 
time and had sailed cheerhilly forth uj)on the uncertain sea of 
war and international adventure with n very combustible cargo 
aboard. The more one studies the history of Austria and 
Hungary during the last half-century, the more y)rofoundly is 
one impressed with the essential frivolity and ineptitude of their 
ruling classes. Hardly a trace of statesmanship, hardly a 
breath of liberalism, hardly an indication that those in power 
knew' that they were living in a most dynamic century and that 
it behooved them, above all else, accurately to a])praisc the nature 
of the forces which were at work and to seek to canalise and 
direct them rather than merely to block them and forbid tlieir 
movement. In an age when the restless and aggressive spirit 
of nationality was abroad in the world as never before, wdien the 
desire for national inde])endence among subject peoples w^as 
gn*atly stimulated by the resounding successes of Germany 
and Italy and other states, w'hen the doctrine that a people 
with a distinct national self-consciousness, born of his- 
tory, of a common language, and of a culture peculiar to it, 
has the right to live its own life, liad become a gospel, the House 
of Hapsburg and the governing oligarchies of Austria and 
Hungary were as blind to the signs of the times, blazing as those 
signs were, as ever the ])rivileged classes of France in the eight- 
eenth century. And yet that House and those oligarchies had 
un unrivalleti o])])ortunity to study and to measure this phenom- 
enon for, from one end of the Dual IMonarchy to the other, 
the ferment of nationalism was the main feature of the situa- 
tion, and showH'd no signs of abating, but w^as on the contrary 
•striking out fa^^ther and farther and deeper and deeper every 
day. 
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Instead of showing statesmanship or ordinary common sense 
and prudence, the governing classes of Austria and Hungary 
resorted to all the ruses and chicaneries of petty politics, uniting 
a lamentable narrowness of vision with a misplarccd audacity 
in the service of the state. Revealing no creative ability, and 
devoid of imagination and of sympathy, these liand-to-mouth 
politicians with their musty policies of class and racial domina- 
tion were engaged in sapping and mining, during half a century, 
the very ground on wliich they stood. Finally tlic ground gave 
way in October, 1918, and their rickety and fantastic structures 
ignominiously collapsed. 

There was less excuse for the fate which their folly invited in 
the case of the Hungarians than in the case of the Austrians. 
For the lords of Hungary, the Magyars, had themselves long 
served in bondage, had seen their rights trampled upon, their 
aspirations flouted, had themselves felt the compelling attrac- 
tion of freedom, and had struggled bravely and heroically to 
attain it — and, having attained it, had proceeded forthwith to 
refuse it to those who lived wdth them wuthin the confines of 
Hungary and whose ancestors, many of them, had lived there 
longer than had theirs. This was the great refusal. For fifty 
years the Magyars, a minority of the population of the kingdom, 
had follow^ed a ruthless and sometimes ingenious policy of 
Magyarization, despite the stubborn opposition of the Rou- 
manian, the Serb, the Slovak within their gates. Naturally the 
passions thus developed w^ere bound to explode \vi[h damaging 
effect when the shell that contained them should be worn too 
thin longer to do its work. The shell was in that condition at 
the end of an unexpectedly long and exhausting war and it 
shattered into frag^ments at the final l^ouch. '^I'he Magyar state, 
the object of so much laudation and idealization by its admiring 
architects, had proved for half its inmates a suffocating prison, 
“ a pestilential charnel-house,” to quote a famous ])hrase which 
Louis Kossuth had hurled at Austria in the gfeat days of 1848, 
and the prisoners seized the occasion to escape, exultantly and 
with no trace of regret. A government that so completely 
alienates half its citizens has no just ground for complaint, or 
even of surprise, if the tables are some day entirely turned 
against it. 

The Magyar State,” says a recent writer, ‘‘ rested on the 
two pillars of a restricted suffrage and a unified Kingdom. 
Either universal suffrage or a federalized Sffate would have 
enabled the different nationalities to realize their aspirations and 
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to overthrow the Magyar hegemony. Both proposals were, 
therefore, anathema. The Magyars claimed to be a ^ national 
State ’ but their idea of such a State was the oppression of three 
or four natiopalities for the benefit of a fifth.” ^ 

In short Hungary had nowhere laid up friendships for 
a possible hour of adversity. That hour had now arrived. On 
October 16, 1918, the Emperor Charles issued a proclamation 
favoring the federalizing of Austria. Tliis death-bed repen- 
tance had no effect in Austria as it came mucli too late. To 
Hungary, however, it came as a ‘‘ bombshell,” as one of her 
leaders, Andrassy, said. For federalism might save Austria but 
it would onl^’^ moan the doom of Hungary, a state which, the 
Magyar oligarchy declared, had been a unitary ” state for a 
thousand years and must continue such. To federalize Hungary 
would be to transfer power to the majority, who were non- 
Magyars ; would moan, in other words, the dethronement of the 
dominant race. 

But dethronement it was to be, at least for the moment. The 
ground was prepared. The disasters now raining down upon 
the Central Powers threw into deep discredit those who had up 
to this time been conducting the Hungarian state and had now 
landed it on the very edge of a preci])ice. ^Moreover there was 
widespread discontent because the extension of the suffrage, 
often promised, had never been granted. The Social Democrats, 
whose numbers had greatly increased in recent years, had been 
prevented, by the artful processes in vogue in Hungarian elec- 
tions, from securing any representation in parliament and were 
consecjuently discontented. Confidence in the King and the 
Government was shattered; authority was undermined. 

On October ‘31, 1918, a revolution broke out in Hungary 
w^hose object was the establishment of a re])ublic and se])aration 
from Austria. Count Tisza, the masterful embodiment or the 
hated regime, was assassinated. Count Karolyi, a representative 
of an important Magyar family, a great aristocrat but a radical 
in politics, became the man of the hour, head of the ministry. 
The King, called upon to abdicate, did not reply directly to the 
demand, but on November Vi issued a proclamation announcing 
his withdrawal from all affairs of state. On November 16 
Hungary was proclaimed a People’s Republic and Karolyi was 
later elected provisional president. 

The Karolyi Government lasted until March 22, 1919, when 
it gave way to Communist regime. Count Michael Karolyi 

1 H. W. V. 'Pcniperley in J History of the J^oace Conference, vol. IV, 486. 
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was born in 1875. By birth and by fortune he belonged to the 
great Magyar aristocracy but he was regarded as a traitor to 
his class and was consequently bitterly hated by it, for he, a 
great landowner, a born aristocrat, and a Magyar, had for 
years advocated the emancipation of the peasants, the division 
of tlie big estates, and universal suffrage, things utterly odious 
to tlie reigning oligarchy. He now added to his enormities, in 
their eyes, by proposing the recognition of the non-Magyar 
nationalities and the transformation of Hungary into some sort 
of a federation. Accused by the nobles of being an incorrigible 
demagogue and popularity-hunter, a man without honor or 
principles, a Cataline, willing to sacrifice his country for personal 
advantage, as anxious to fish in troubled waters and as sur- 
rounded by a scurvy crew, he appears to the outsider as merely 
a man of generous ideas, ideas which ought in large part to have 
been adopted long before for the well-being of Hungary. But 
he was not a man of sufficient force to dominate a crisis, not a 
man of action, able to direct and control the wild forces of a 
revolution, not a man of constructive talent, capable of laying 
the foundations of a new society in a time of turmoil, of snatch- 
ing order from disorder. Accomplishing little and disappoint- 
ing many who had looked to him as to a guiding star, he soon 
disappeared from the scene. 

He was succeeded by Bela Kun and his cohorts of Reds,” 
or Communists. A Soviet system, in the Russian style, was soon 
set up and although it lasted only from the end of March to the 
first of August, 1919, it wrote a sorry and an ugly chapter of 
Hungarian history. Born in 1886 of a Jewish family named 
Cohen, Kun had, after a somewhat shady past, finally become a 
journalist. Enrolled in the Hungarian army during the war, 
he had been taken prisoner by the Russians. While in Russia 
he became indoctrinated with Bolshevistic theories. After the 
collapse of the Central Powers he was sent back to Hungary by 
Lenin to work for Bolshevism in that country. Events, and Ins 
own audacity, favored him and he leaped into the light as the 
result of an insurrection which he organized. He did not become 
the official head of the state — a stone mason named Alexander 
Garbai (born 1879) was made President of the Republic — but 
Kun took control of the Foreign Office and was the real director 
of the government. He was in close relations with Lenin and 
was ready to go to any length to achieve his ends, ‘‘ the destruc- 
tion of capitalistic production and society and the creation of 
communistic production* and society by securing* the dominion 
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of the workers over the exploiters by means of a dictatorship 
of the proletariat,” to quote a central phrase from the so-called 
Soviet constitution. This dictatorship was to be exercised 
through sovipts or councils for which only workingmen, soldiers, 
and peasants could vote. All others were denied the suffrage. 

Communists were put into all the important positions and 
invested with extensive, if not dictatorial, powers. The exist- 
ing judicial system was abolished, the judges being removed from 
their positions. The courts were done away with and revolu- 
tionary tribunals ” coin])osed only of Communists were put in 
their place. The Communists, numbering only a few thousand, 
perhaps fifteen, in the entire country, were compelled, naturally, 
to resort to terror as the only means of maintainiVig so petty a 
minority in ])ovver. Large numbers of persons were imprisoned 
and there were many murders. The press was thoroughly 
gagged, all new'S})apers being suppressed except three Communist 
journals. The right of public meeting did not exist, except for 
Communists. Measures were taken to destroy the capitalistic 
system and to set up a socialistic one. All Y)rivate property 
was declared to be the ])roperty of the state. Stores and 
business houses were closed and their goods sold for the benefit 
of the state. Trade became a state monopoly. Even education 
felt the vivifying touch of Bolshevist thought. In the secondary 
schools the y^wpils elected Pupils^ Councils w^hose duty it w^as to 
supervise and control the activities of the teachers! 

As a social and economic experiment this Communist regime 
was a fiasco. All that it accomplished w'as the disorganization 
of industrial lift*, with consetjuent widespread suffering. As all 
classes, save thti small group of Communists, were being ruined 
by these policies, all were ready to turn against these new^ oppres- 
sors and end their tyranny, at the first opportune moment. 
The trade unions, which the Communists tried to dtstroy, 
because they re]^resented the principle of democracy, a principle 
which Communisir# rejects, became hostile, as did of course the 
terrorized middle classes, and the peasants, also. Offered 
nothing but a worthless j)aper money for their products, the 
latter refused to part with them, and the cities, and particularly 
Budapest, ^ere threatened with Limine. IMany peasants were 
killed by the ‘‘ terror troops ” under Szamuelly, one of the most 
repulsive figures throwui up by this convulsion. An additional 
unhappy feature of the situation was the rapid development of 
anti-Semitic feciing wdiich was, in part, due to the fact that 
most of the leaders of the Hungariarf Soviet wore Jews, B61a 



908 


HUNGARY SINCE THE WAR 


Kun, Szamuelly and others. A counter-revolutionary army was 
being recruited and drilled by Admiral Horthy, a man who had 
had an excellent record in the Austrian navy during the war. 

Kun, with dangers thickening about him, struck out wildly, 
and the whole fantastic fabric tumbled quickly to earth. 
Prom])tcd cither by the need of food or by the desire to get into 
connection with the Bolshevists of Russia, he struck at the 
Roumanian army, which was occupying a part of Hungary. 
The result was that the Soviet troops were beaten and that the 
Roumanians entered Budapest on August 8, 1919. Kun had 
not awaited their arrival but had a week earlier fled to Vienna. 
In July 1920 he escaped to Russia, where his talents and his 
services w^ere apj)rcciated by the Soviet Government. Szamuelly 
committed suicide. 

The Roumanians were at first regarded by many Hungarians 
as deliverers from a horrid nightmare. But this feeling soon 
changed into one of bitter hatred. The Roumanian occupation 
lasted from early August until November 11. Constantly at 
variance with the Supreme Council in Paris, which had forbidden 
their entering Budapest and whicli repeatedly demanded their 
withdrawal, the Roumanians remained three months and more. 
The friction, which had developed at l^aris between them and the 
Great Powers, continued and became more pronounced. Nor 
w^as the fault mainly on the side of the Roumanians. The rela- 
tions of the Powers wnth Bela Kun had been characterized 
neither by firmness nor an intelligent understanding of the situa- 
tion. The Roumanians considered that they had rendered a 
distinct service to European peace by stani])ing out Bolshevism 
in Hungary. This feeling w'as sliared by their neighbors in 
central and southeastern Europe. In this matter those most 
directly threatened showed a truer understanding of the exigency 
than did the Great Powders far aw^ay. 

But there was, however, another side to the medal. The 
Roumanians, now in Hungary and in BudajKst, as the Hun- 
garians and Austrians and Germans had for two years been in 
Roumania and in Bucharest, proceeded to see that the return 
visit was in harmony with the style already set. This meant 
the exacting of an eye for an eye and a tooth for k tooth. In 
other words the Roumanians seized vast (juantities of supplies 
of all kinds and shipped them off to their own country. IMiey 
were resolved to remain in Hungary until they had recouped 
themselves for the losses they had experienced inHhe invasion and 
spoliation of their owm cduntry. The feeling was natural enougli 
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but it was only pouring oil on the fire, intensifying the ugly 
hatreds of the war and militating against the chances of a 
restoration of peace to a harried continent. The conduct of 
the Roumanians was severely condemned by the Supreme Council. 

How extensive the reprisals were it is quite impossible to say, 
as the matter is highly controversial. But that they went to 
the extreme limit seems certain. A recent Hungarian writer, 
who probably does not err on the side of leniency, states that 
the Roumanians took grain, fodder, cattle, 1151 locomotives, 
40,950 railway carriages, 4,000 telephone installations from the 
Buda[)est central exchange, the telepliones and typewriting 
macliines from the government offices and schools, beds and bed- 
linen from hotels and prisons, and scientific apparatus from the 
scliools. 

Whether tliis catalogue is correct or not and whether or not 
there was a measure of justification for the severe retaliation, 
one thing is indisputable, namely that the hatred of Roumania 
is universal and frenzied among all classes of Hungarians and 
that this is one of the factors of the present situation in that 
part of the world. It should, liowever, also be remembered that 
the Magyars had always des[)ised tlie Roumanians and that, 
of all their subject nationalities, they had treated their Rou- 
manian subjects with the greatest injustice and severity, 
probably because they feared them most, knowing that they were 
looking to their fellows in the Kingdom of Roumania as their 
destined deliverers. This fact may, ])erhaps, somewhat reduce 
the force of their frantic denunciations of a people whom they 
would have denounced anyway. It may also caution us against 
reposing full faith in what are possibly considerable exaggera- 
tions. At any rate Hungarian hatred of Roumanians did not 
begin with the occupation of 1919, — nor will it soon end, Tliat 
much, at least, is certain. 

The reaction of these events, particularly that of the Bol- 
shevist tyranny, quick and decisive. The former governing 
oligarchy of Hungary, anxious to recover its power, was now 
aided by the general determination of many classes of society 
that a repetition of such experiments should be rendered hence- 
forth impoAible. The evil of unbridled radicalism is that it 
is apt to generate an excessive movement in the other direction. 
Socialism, com})romised by its unholy alliance witli Communism, 
had lost the support of many wlio might have continued to favor 
it, had it not appeared in so destructive and hateful a form. 
Law and ord^r, threatened for a moment with complete destruc- 



910 


HUNGARY SINCE THE WAR 


tion, now reasserted themselves and with increased rigidity. 
The Red Terror was succeeded by the White Terror. 

The different ministries which followed the overthrow and 
flight of Bela Kun sought to restore authority and in order to 
do it several times resorted to martial law. In January and 
February 1920 elections were held for a National Assembly, the 
old parliament with its Table of Magnates and its Table of 
Deputies having been abolished when the republic was pro- 
claimed. For the first time in Hungarian history elections were 
held on the basis of universal and secret suffrage. Intimida- 
tion, which had long been a conspicuous feature of elections in 
Hungary, was, however, not entirely lacking in these. The 
result was an overwhelming victory of the conservative parties, 
the Christian Nationalists securing 68 seats, the Small Land- 
holders 71, the Socialists none at all, and the Democrats a bare 
half dozen. With such an assembly reaction began at once. 
On March 1, 1920, the Assembly elected Admiral Horthy (b. 
1868) as regent, styling him officially Protector of the IMagyar 
Republic.” On March 26 it was declared by a mere Govern- 
ment Order that Hungary was a Monarchy and should be so 
described in all official documents. Tlius ended the Hungarian 
Republic. The monarcli, (^harles I\^^, to be sure, was living in 
exile in Switzerland. But he had not abdicated. He had merelv 
renounced the exercise of power until a more convenient season, 
and the Assembly, a thoroughly monarchical body, in electing 
Horthy regent, had shown tljat it considered C'harles still the 
crowned and lawful sovereign. Horthy was to serve only during 
the pleasure of the Assembly. 

The reason why Charles did not take up his residence in the 
massive royal palace which crowns the hill of Buda and why a 
Regent sat there instead was, not that the Hungarians did not 
wish him back, but that the (ireat Powers and the })owers which 
were shortly to form the Little Entente refused to let a Ha])s- 
burg, be it he or any other member of the ‘family, mount the 
throne. The Powers in Paris took occasion on February 2, 
1920, to repeat their declaration of tlie preceding August that 
they cannot admit that the restoration of the Haj)sburg 
Dynasty can be considered merely as a inattm' inferesting the 
Hungarian Nation, and hereby declare that such a restoration 
would be at variance with the whole basis of tl)e Peace Settlement, 
and would neither be recognized nor tolerated by them.” On 
August 14, 1920, Czecho-Slovakia and Jugo-Slavia made an 
agreement, which Roumania later joined, an agreement con- 
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stituting what is generally known as the Little Entente.” 
While this document nowhere states explicitly that the restora^- 
tiori of the House of Hapsburg to the throne of Hungary would 
be regarded^ as a casns hellh while it merely declares that in, 
case of an unprovoked attack on the part of Hungary against 
one of tlie contracting parties the other y)arty pledges itself to 
come to the assistance of the party attacked,” the real meaning 
of the agreement was, as Dr. Benes, the Czccho-Slovak Foreign 
Secretary, bluntly stated on February 5, 1921, that ‘Hhe 
resolve not to permit tlie return of the Hapsburg was the basis 
and groundwork of the Little Entente.” 

The seriousness of these declared intentions of the Great 
Powers and the successor states ” was shortly to be tested. 
On Easter Sunday (March 27, 1921) Charles, having escaped in 
disguise from Switzerland, and aided and abetted by the landed 
aristocracy and the higher clergy of Hungary, appeared before 
Regent Horthy in the royal palace at Budapest and demanded 
back his throne. The attitude of the Hungarian Government 
was correct. Horthy refused to surrender supreme power until 
ordered to do so by the National Assembly which had invested 
him with it, and recpiested Charles to leave, which he did, with- 
drawing to Steinan)angei\ a small town in western Hungary. 
On Aj)ril 1, tlie Powers in Paris renewed their jirevious declara- 
tion. On April 2 tlie Hungarian National Assembly passed a 
resolution refusing restoration and expressing the opinion that 
Charles’ ])resence in Hungary was a national danger and urging 
him immediately to leave the' country. The Little Entente was 
more emphatic, began military ])re]>arations, and delivered an 
ultimatum demanding Charles’ expulsion before April 7. On 
Ajiril 5 Charles recrossed the frontier and regained Switzerland. 

Six months later Charles made a second attempt to regain 
his throne, the more serious of the two and the more dangerous. 
Esca})ing by airplane from Switzerland, and accompanied by his 
wife, the Emprc‘#s Zita, he reached Hungary, w^here he was 
joined by a small force of armed royalists, at whose head he 
inarched u])on Buda])est. The Allied Powers and the Little 
Entente immediately made it evident once more that they w'ould 
not tolerate his restoration. Again the Hungarian Government, 
thoroughly monarchical in feeling though it was, followed a 
correct policy. It sent troops against the King, wdio was badly 
defeated about twelve miles from Budapest and was taken 
prisoner. He Jind the Empress were arrested, and, practically 
on orders frAm the Powers, Charles wa% deposed by the National 
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Assembly and compelled to renounce all claims to the throne. 
He was handed over to the Allies for internment on the island 
of Madeira, where, on April 1, 1922, he died of pneumonia, at 
the age of thirty-five, leaving as his heir and claimfjnt an eight- 
year-old boy? Prince Otto. 

Meanwhile, in 1920, Hungary had been compelled to make 
peace with its enemies in the Great War. The Treaty of the 
Trianon was signed on June 4, 1920, eighteen months and more 
after the armistice. The long delay was largely due to the 
Allies. This treaty, which the Hungarian National Assembly 
ratified on November IJ, 1920, is anathema throughout the 
length and breadth of Hungary. Few Hungarians consider 
themselves morally bound by it. Its terms have been already 
indicated in connection with our discussion of the boundaries of 
Roumania, Czecho-Slovakia, Jugo-Slavia and Austria, to all of 
which countries Hungary was forced to yield important ter- 
ritories. Through the loss of these territories the Kingdom of 
Hungary has become one of the smallest states in central 
Europe. Instead of an area of 125, OOO s(|uare miles, which it 
had before the war, it now has one of J5,()()() square miles ; 
instead of a population of about 21,00(),()()(), it now has one of 
less than 8,000,000. liike Austria, Hungary is a small state 
with a great city of over a million inhabitants as its capital. 
It has lost far the larger part of its coal and iron mines, its 
forests and the raw materials for its industries. The old king- 
dom was predominantly an agricultural country ; the new will 
necessarily be more exclusively agricultural and will have to rely 
upon the export of its surplus agricultural products to pay for 
the necessary manufactured articles which must, in great 
measure, be secured abroad. 

But Hungary’s most serious loss is in her pride. Resenting 
bitterly the humiliation of her })resent position, the sight of her 
former vassals, victorious and elated, who have risen as she has 
fallen, intensely conscious of dej)arted glories, ,jof a history of a 
thousand years of independence always practically with the same 
spacious boundaries, now torn and shattered, Hungary has bent 
to the storm which has passed over her, hut is only biding her 
time. Surrounded by states which have ra[)idlv grof/n great at 
her expense she refuses to accept her fate, is overwhelmingly 
monarchical in sentiment, and is, it may quite safely be said, 
resolved to reopen the case and quash the judgment, whenevet 
a favorable opportunity arises. She is one of the danger spots 
of Europe. • < 
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All the more dangerous because there has apparently been 
no revolution in the national mind, the national outlook and 
aspiration. The old governing forces are back in power. The 
White Terror of reaction lias exacted a heavier toll of lives 
than did the Red Terror of the Communists. Though the 
excesses of that terror have apparently passed, still martial 
law remained in force as late as 1921 and freedom of speech, 
freedom of the press, are held precariously by those who dissent 
from the official will and the official purpose. The Government 
of Admiral Horthy finds its great support in the military class, 
the officers and ex-officers of the army, in the official classes, in 
the big landed proprietors. The big landlords have apparently 
thus far largely blocked the strong demand for a thorough- 
going agrarian reform, although, under pressure, certain steps, 
which may prove fictitious, have been taken, despite them, in 
that direction. A bill has been passed designed to enable 
agricultural laborers to acquire small holdings of perhaps 
eighteen or twenty acres. 

Certain anti-Jewish legislation has been passed with but few 
dissenting votes. Jews are now forbidden to owm or lease 
landed pro])erty or to own more than one house. Foreign Jews, 
who have entered Hungary in large numbers since 1914, are, 
according to tliis legislation, to be expelled and other foreign 
Jews are not to be ])erniitted to enter. Jews are forbidden to 
hold ])ositions in any school or university, or to act as managers 
of any theatrical enterprise, editors or managers of newspapers, 
or to hold any office, civil or military,” and they are not to be 
allowed to hold a government contract or to have Gentile servants. 
As the Communist leaders were chiefly young Jewish "‘intel- 
lectuals,” and in order to prevent the growth of a Jewish educated 
})roletariat, it is provided that Jews shall be admitted to the 
universities only in the pro[)ortion that the total number of Jews 
bears to that of the po[)ulation of the country, which is 
estimated at five /ler cent. 

In September, 1922, Hungary was admitted to the League 
of Nations. 



CHAPTER XLV 


BULGARIA AND THE TREATY OF NEUILLY 

Bttloakia entered the war on the side of the Central Powers 
in October 1915. The reasons which induced her to take this 
step were the promises she received of territorial gain, and the 
opportunity to take her revenge upon Serbia, Roumania and 
Greece for the treaty of Bucharest of 1913. She was to receive 
all that she had lost in the Second Balkan war, a war which she 
had perfidiously begun and which had led within forty days to 
her great discomfiture and her bitter humiliation, and she was 
to receive much more. Her king, Ferdinand, a German prince, 
possessed virtually the entire control of foreign all’airs and, 
convinced that Germany would win the w'ar, he considered the 
opportunity for aggrandizement too good to lose. Regarded 
as a very astute monarcli, and so regarding himself, Ferdinand 
was a man of soaring ambition, bent upon retrieving the woeful 
lack of judgment which he had shown two years before and upon 
exalting himself to the first place in the Balkans. Surrounded 
only by servile and venal politicians he saw no obstacle in his 
way and he plunged his ado[)ted country into an adventure of 
which he thought he saw the speedy and complete success. “ The 
hluropean War,” he said at the time in a proclamation to his 
people, “ is drawing to a close. The victorious armies of the 
Central Empires are in Serbia and are rapidly advancing.” If 
ever a man thought he could read the future and could get rich 
quickly, in power and prestige, by taking advantage of an alluring 
prospect offering no element of risk, that mar^ was Ferdinand of 
Coburg, who in 1908 had shaken off the last remnant of Turkish 
authority and had assumed the pretentious title of Tsar of 
All the Bulgars. 

Before Ferdinand took the stej) which was to ])i>.)ve so fatal 
to his inordinate ho})es and so costly for his j)eoj)le, he was 
obliged to listen for a few moments to a man who was unafraid 
and who drew a very different horoscope. Alexander Stam- 
bulisky (b. 1870), a peasant by birth, the alje leader of the 
Agrarian or peasant paity, told the King to his Cace that the 
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people were still suffering from the catastrophe of 1913 which 
he had caused, that they had lost all confidence in him, and that, 
should he repeat his criminal act of plunging them into war, he 
would lose hjs throne, if not his head. For this freedom of 
utterance Stambulisky was immediately sentenced to imprison- 
ment for life and was kept in close and painful confinement for 
three years, only finally to be released by events which he had 
foreseen with such perspicacious vision. The honors in prophecy 
ultimately went to the bold, blunt peasant rather than to the 
self-complacent and vain-glorious king. 

The advantage to the Central Powers, the disadvantage to 
the Western Allies of Bulgaria’s entrance into the war did not 
arise from the military im])ortance of the Bulgarian army, which, 
however, was an excellent fighting force and a desirable addition 
to the strength of the side on which it ranged itself. The value 
to Germany of the Bulgarian alliance and the corresponding 
damage to the Allies arose out of Bulgaria’s geographical 
position. Standing between the Germanic Powers and their ally, 
Turkey, Bulgaria possessed an importance altogether out of all 
proportion to her population, which in 1914 was only about five 
million and a lialf. Had she remained neutral the conduct of 
the war would have been more difficult and less efficacious for the 
Central Powers, the problem for the Western Allies simpler and 
more ho{)eful. Her throwing in her lot with Germany rendered 
easy tlie crushing of Serbia, which was one of her most congenial 
war-aims, and the crushing of Serbia opened a clear road to 
Constantinople. The connection thus established between Berlin, 
Vienna and ConstantinoY)Ie possessed an importance difficult 
to exaggerate. It enabled the Central Powers to ship easily 
arms and men and munitions to Constantinople and the Straits, 
without the aid of which the Turks would have been compelled to 
abandon those strategic positions. It counted greatly in frus- 
trating the Allied attack upon the Dardanelles and in causing 
the Gallipoli cam{>aign to go amiss. The grip of the Central 
Powers upon Constantinople and the Straits prevented the Allies 
from sending war materials to Russia, which badly needed them, 
and also prevented them from securing the food supplies wdiich 
were accumiflated in great quantity in tlie Russian ports on the 
Black Sea and which the Allies could ill do without. This isola*- 
tion of Russia from her companions in arms brought with it 
disaster on the field of battle and economic paralysis, potent 
causes of the Russian Revolution of 1917. This grip on Con- 
stantinople aho rendered possible the uSe by the Central Powers 
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of the Berlin-Bagdad railroad, largely completed, thus enabling 
them to carry the war into Syria and Egypt, to threaten the 
Suez Canal, and to maintain contacts with the Mohammedan 
world. Bulgaria’s intervention also forced the Western Allies 
to establish another theater of war, that of Salonica, and this 
meant a dispersion of their forces over three fronts, the Western, 
the Eastern, and the South-Eastern. Bearing these facts in 
mind and reflecting upon their significance, the reader will hardly 
need to be persuaded that, owing to her strategic position, the 
action of Bulgaria in lining up with Germany, Austria, and 
Turkey prolonged the war, — how much it would be impossible 
to say. The Allies quite appropriately, quite justly, as well as 
quite inevitably, were bound to give that fact considerable 
attention in the day of final accounting, if that should ever come. 

Bulgaria’s chief part in the war consisted in attacking her old 
enemy Serbia from the rear while Germany and Austria 
attacked her from the front. The combination easily acliieved 
complete success, ending in the memorable and tragic retreat of 
the remnants of the Serbian army and of large numbers of har- 
assed civilians across the Albanian mountains to the Adriatic 
sea. Bulgarian troops also fought Roumania and Greece. Their 
hatred of the former was manifested in every way and, in general, 
during the war, they indulged in unrestrained pillaging and in 
wanton destruction. Bulgaria declared that Serbia no longer 
existed and, had there later not been a decisive turn of fortune, 
she would have annexed as much of that country as would satisfy 
her people and as would have been permilted by her Germanic 
allies. The Bulgarian people enthusiastically supported their 
government and hailed each victory and every j)rospcct of 
aggrandizement with enthusiasm. They had not caused Bul- 
garian intervention in the war — that had been the work of the 
King — but they associated themselves with practical unanimity 
with the activities and ambitions of the Government, revealing 
the same instinct for dominance over their neighbors, the same 
determination to become the Prussia of the Balkans ” which 
their rivals had long accused them of trying to become. The 
Bulgarian people cannot escape a large measure of responsibility 
for the sinister conduct of their civil and military lea*ders. They 
were whole-hearted accomplices in this war of aggression and 
revenge, good haters of their neighbors, more than willing to 
make the necessary sacrifices for the coveted national expansion. 

When the turn of the tide in the great world \ 3 onflict occurred 
in the autumn of 1918 'Bulgaria was the first oi the Central 
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Powers to sue for peace. Her King, who had played for high 
stakes, having lost them, abdicated and left Sofia amid the com- 
plete indifference of his people, who expressed neither joy nor 
sorrow. The .ministers fled. Stambulisky was released from his 
prison, and Bulgaria awaited the decision of her victors as to 
the terms of peace to which she would be forced to subscribe. 
Those terms are contained in the treaty signed at Neuilly, 
on November 27, 1919, Stambulisky, who had become prime 
minister, signing for Bulgaria. Bulgaria was compelled 
to cede Southern Dobrudja to Roumania, although that 
territory was inhabited largely by Bulgarians and Turks. 
She was also compelled to cede certain regions on her west- 
ern border to Serbia, Tsaribrod, Boseligrad, and Strumitza, 
although they too were peopled largely by Bulgarians. Serbia 
insisted upon these acquisitions for strategic reasons whose 
necessity? she maintained, had been shown by the advantage they 
had been to Bulgaria in the war. The Serbians in justification 
of their claim, which was in opposition to the ethnic principle, 
the principle of self-determination along the lines of nationality, 
urged various considerations in regard to the Bulgarian conduct 
in Serbia such as the fact that Bulgaria had entered the war 
in 1915 because she had been promised a part of Serbia, that 
Bulgarian authorities had at one moment declared that Serbia 
no longer existed and that it had become Bulgarian, that they 
had subsequently closed Serbian schools and churches and had 
burned them to the ground, that they had attempted even to 
stamp out the Serbian language, that they had devastated and 
ravaged the country, that they had committed nameless outrages 
upon Serbian })risoners and the civil po[)ulation. In the opinion 
of the Serbs they were justified in demanding a better defensive 
frontier than they had previously possessed against a neighbor 
which had shown its character in the war and which would 
henceforth inevitably be animated with the spirit of revenge, born 
of defeat and frustrated ambition. The Western Powers were 
affected by the Serbian arguments and granted some, but not 
all, of the Serbian demands. They drew a boundary between the 
two countries which, in their opinion, placed each in a strong 
position for ^iefonse and in a weak one for aggression. 

Another territorial cession that Bulgaria was compelled to 
make was the part of Thrace which she had acquired in the 
Balkan wars and which gave her an outlet on the ^gean. 
Most of Thrace iwas, by a later decision of the Allies, to go to 
Greece. This:^ renunciation is the one ifiost bitterly resented by 
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the Bulgarians of all they were compelled to make by the Treaty 
of Neuilly, because it meant that henceforth they were to have 
no territorial access to the Mediterranean. For this reason 
that treaty is odious to them. The ethnical principle was not 
violated in this instance as there was no Bulgarian majority in 
Western Thrace, a region of about eighty miles in length and 
about thirty in depth, but the national sentiment was mortally 
offended. It was no satisfaction to the Bulgarians to be assured, 
as they were by the Treaty, of the right of transit across that 
strip to the -lEgean seaports. The loss of their yEgean littoral 
was galling in the extreme and made them the bitter enemies of 
the settlement imposed upon them, without preliminary consulta- 
tion, by the Great Powers assembled in Paris. 

Other terms in the treaty concerned tlie reparations which 
Bulgaria must pay for her disastrous adventure. She must 
atone for the damage she had done. She must pay two and a 
quarter billion of gold francs (about $4*50, 000, 000) in semi- 
annual installments running through 37 years ; also the cost of 
the armies of occupation and of various commissions; also she 
must furnish Greece, Roumania, and Serbia 70,000 head of live- 
stock by w^ay of restitution for animals taken by her during the 
war; and she must supply 50,000 tons of coal annually for five 
years to Jugo-Slavia as compensation for the destruction of 
Serbian mines. 

The military clauses of the Treaty of Neuilly were stringent 
and severe; an army which should not exceed 33,000, a volunteer 
and not a conscripted army, the soldiers enlisting for a period of 
twelve years, the officers for a period of twenty ; only one military 
training school; only one munition factory and that to be con- 
trolled by the state; no tanks, no armored cars, no poison gas, 
no aeroplanes. Bulgaria has, as a matter of fact, since signing 
this treaty, been unable to raise even the number of troops per- 
mitted her, because her peasants will not enlist for so long a 
term of service, as this means that they mus^ leave their homes 
and occupations for twelve years, must, in fact, become profes- 
sional soldiers. Some modifications in these clauses of the treaty 
have since been allowed by the Great Powers in view of the 
manifest inability of Bulgaria to raise a force sufficient even for 
the preservation of internal order. 

Such was the penalty imposed upon Bulgaria for her ill-advised 
and unlucky participation in the war. 

One thing stands out conspicuously frorrf the survey we 
have given of the rectnt history of South-Eakern Europe. 
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The war and the various treaties which followed it have radically 
altered the balance of power in the Balkans. The order in which 
those states stood, according to area and size of population was 
in 1914 as foVows: Roumania, Bulgaria, Greece, Serbia. Now 
Bulgaria stands fourth, and is reduced not only relatively but 
absolutely in extent of territory and in number of inhabitants. 
The following table shows the situation in 1921.* It indicates a 
vital and far-reaching change. 


1914 


Square Miles Population 


Bulgaria 

47,750 

5,550,000 

Roumania 

53,454 

7,700,000 

Serbia (or 

33,900 

4,600,000 

Jugo-Slavia) 



Greece 

42,000 

4,800,000 


1921 

Square Miles Population 
4.^ ,000 5,200,000 

113,221 17,400,000 

(e.stimated) 
101,2.50 12,162,900 

60,000 7,500,000 


The defeat of Bulgaria in the war brought with it the over- 
throw of the old regime, now utterly discredited, and the beginning 
of a new era. The abdication of Ferdinand was followed shortly 
by the accession of his son, Boris III, a youth of nineteen who saw 
inunediateh’ that he could only hold his throne by abandoning all 
thought of j)crsonal rule and by conforming his conduct to the 
wishes of his j)eople, by being in short a democratic sovereign, a 
king of peasants. For the overwhelming mass of Bulgarians 
were owners and tillers of the soil. Agriculture is the chief 
occupation of the people. Bulgaria is a land of farms, most of 
which are small. There are few industries and no large manu- 
facturing towns. There is no aristocracy and no considerable 
body of rich people. 

This sober and hard working peasant population ceased now to 
be merely hewers of wood and drawers of water and became, for 
the time being, the teal directing force of the state, having found 
an able spokesman and leader in Stambulisky, a man of their own 
class, who had long o])posed all that Ferdinand had stood for, a 
man of fortvj huge in size, or as peojilc said, “ as big as a bull.” 
This man had studied agriculture at the Fniversity of Halle, 
had been a schoolmaster, an editor, a politician, and was now 
the leader of the Agrarian or Peasant’s party. The elections 
of 1920 placed that party in power. 

1 This tabulnjjion is only approximate as Jar as Greece is concerned, 
the definite boundaries of that kingdom not having been drawn in 1921. 
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A new and significant direction was given to public policy 
by the advent of this party to power. Bulgaria became the 
typical peasant government of Europe. Its prime minister was a 
peasant by birth and the other ministers also were’ peasants, and 
the program of reconstruction and national development which 
was adopted and which was forthwith carried out revolved 
around the peasant and his problems. Tlie interests of tlie 
peasants, in contradistinction to the interests of the bourgeoisie, 
were to have the right of way under this new dispensation. The 
men in power called themselves Socialists and tliey aspired to 
make Bulgaria a model state by socialistic methods. But con- 
temporary socialism is a coat of many colors, and of a different 
cut according as it is English or German or Russian or Bulga- 
rian. These Bulgarian socialists are bitterly opposed to commun- 
ism and the abolition of private property, most of tliem being 
property owners and having the peasants’ intense attachment to 
his possessions. Neither are they Marxian socialists. Marxian 
socialism, whose teachings and tenets have mainly grown out of 
a study of the conditions of modern industrial organization, and 
which rivets its attention mainly upon the improvement of the 
fortunes of the industrial proletariat, has sliglit points of contact 
with the facts of Bulgarian life, since Bulgaria has few indus- 
tries but is a land of petty proprietors. The adherents of the 
new Agrarian Government of Bulgaria were often called 
Green ” Socialists in contradistinction to the Red ” Social- 
ists of Russia and other countries. They insisted u])on labor as 
the fundamental means of securing the reconstruction of the 
nation and they insisted, also, that those wlio would not labor 
must be forced to do so. The people must be compelled to work. 
The natural resources of the country must be developed to the 
highest pitch by private initiative and by state aid. Roads must 
be built, transportation by water and by rail devel()y)ed, irriga- 
tion systems installed, waste lands reclaimed, all in tlie interest 
primarily of agriculture, the great national^ industry, the chief 
source of national wealth. And the national wealth must be 
developed in order, not that a small and favored class may enjoy 
the privileges of civilization, the arts and sciencejj^, the culture 
and the amenities of social life, but that those benefits may 
become the possession of the great masses, in widest commonalty 
spread. The raising of the masses materially, intellectually, 
spiritually must be the central, ])ervasive, ever-})resent con 
sideration in the inind^. of the democracy, 'i'hqre must be a 
reform in taxation to case the burden which had for centuries 
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weighed heavily upon this hitlierto dumb, driven class of human- 
ity, the peasantry. Private property which is the product of 
private labor must be respected, but no one must, for instance, 
possess more^land than he is capable of working. Education 
must be made really, and not merely theoretically, accessible to 
the masses, for only through education can they achieve com- 
plete emancipation. The peasants, seeing that their conditions 
liave not improved but have remained essentially the same for 
countless generations, that their fate has always been that of 
an exploited class, must take control of public affairs themselves, 
must themselves organize society, and must no longer allow the 
bourgeois parties to direct the state, a handful of lawyers and 
capitalists, assisted by journalists without faith, patriotism, 
morality or pity for the masses,” a ‘‘ tiny group of oppressors ” 
who, by their superior intelligence and organization, “ have up 
to the present fooled the rural population of millions and 
exploited tliem at tlieir pleasure, that is to say in the w^a^^ most 
suitable to their own private interests.” 

This peasant movement aims at the elevation of the agricul- 
tural masses who, in many countries, form four fifths of the 
population and who, even in industrial states, form a consider- 
able fraction of it. It is a democratic movement, as it affirms 
tliat its programme must be carried through by peaceful means, 
by the i)allot and tlie machinery of })arliaments. It is not 
op])Osed to industries or professions as it needs their products 
and services. Rut industries and professions should be de- 
veloped, their functions regulated, with a view to the interests 
of the agricultural classes, the immense majority. These Bul- 
garians regard the conduct of the Russian Bolsheviks as not 
only stu])i(l and criminal in their destruction of the very things 
of which humanity has need, but as determined by the supposed 
interests of a small class, the industrial ])roletariat, whereas the 
real proletariat in Russia, and in most of eastern and central 
Europe, is the agricultural. Tlie emphasis of the Socialists, 
beginning even with Karl ]Marx, had been put upon the wrong 
problem, industry, not upon agriculture. The principal task 
of tlie government should be to assure the prosperity of agricul- 
ture, as it »will never cease to emj)loy the largest number 
of workers. 

Stambulisky and liis followers, whose views have thus been 
summarized, were, it will be readily seen, launched upon a most 
formidable and tlifficult task, but one of undeniable interest. 
IMoreover theV did not consider their ^movement merely local, 
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limited to Bulgaria, but they aspired to make it international, 
as the interests of the peasants everywhere are fundamentally 
the same. This idea of an International Union of Peasants was 
definitely expressed for the first time at a Congress of the Bul- 
garian Peasant Union held in February, 1921, which adopted 
resolutions from which the following extracts are taken: 

“ The Congress of the Bulgarian Peasant Union invites the 
peasants of all nations to organize in the name of their common 
interests and to take political power into their hands when they 
are in a majority. Peasants thus organized have need of a 
powerful International Peasant Union. And this Union will 
play a great role in the rebuilding of humanity. The Union 
will liave to struggle for the complete emancipation of the 
peasants against the menacing wave of reaction, against the 
anarchic power of the Communists, which would destroy all that 
the war spared, and fill the world with new wars of which the 
result will not be social equality but the most abject misery. 

. . . We send our fraternal and enthusiastic greetings to all 
peasant associations. Let us soon begin the building of the 
splendid edifice of the new era. . . . The International Union 
of the peasant masses of all countries will be founded, and listen 
to the peasant word which has too long kept silence. This 
Union is a great event of the new era and the irnjiortancc of 
understanding and relationshi}) between peasants will have a vast 
significance in international relations. We wait for tliis w“ith 
joyful heart, and nurse the hope that the Union will much 
improve the hard fate of the peasants of the world.” 

Such was the ideal of the party then in control in Bulgaria, 
obviously an ideal difficult of attainment and of soinew’hat hazy 
outlines. Whether “ Green ” Socialism, “ Green ” Internation- 
alism were merely ephemeral catch words or whether they repre- 
sented germinal ideas of social justice and radical changes des- 
tined to shape the future of Bulgaria and of other countries in 
which similar economic conditions prevail, wa* not clear. It was 
evident that for their realization leadership of a high order, great 
executive and technical ability, and an exceptional intelligence 
on the part of the community would be required. 

Passing from theory to practice it was certain tlfat a striking 
change had come over Bulgaria since the war. Although the 
large majority of Bulgarians were small proprietors, and the 
agrarian problem was not acute as in other countries, still 

1 Quoted in L. Haden Guest, The Struggle for Pofwe'f in Europe, pp. 202- 
264. * 
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measures will be taken for the expropriation of Crown and 
Church lands and of all farms of over seventy-five acres and 
for their allotment to landless peasants. Bulgaria undertook 
seriously the^duty of punishing its war criminals, those respon- 
sible for her entrance into the war and for acts contrary to the 
laws of war, and long terms of imprisonment and heavy fines 
were imposed, acts which hit particularly the bourgeoisie 
and which the latter regarded as arbitrary and oppressive. Ad- 
vanced labor legislation was passed and the municipal ownership 
or operation of public utilities was furthered. Particular at- 
tention was paid to education, for which the Bulgarians had 
long been eager, ranking first among the Balkan peoples in the 
number of those who could read and write. The new Agrarian 
Government aimed to give a more practical and less literary 
tone to public instruction and to this end sought to create 
larger facilities for training in agriculture, arts and crafts, and 
practical science. 

In these two directions socialization was attempted. Foreign 
trade was put under government control, the Government operat- 
ing through the agency of consortiums. A consortium was 
created for the export of cereals and another for tlie import of 
medical supplies. Tlie other measure of possibly far-reaching 
importance was the establishment of compulsory labor. A law 
was drafted in May 1920 ])roviding for one year’s service for 
all males of 21 years of age or older and of six months for all 
females on tlie completion of their sixteenth year. Bulgaria’s 
neighbors suspected that a scheme of providing indirectly for 
the obligatory military service which was forbidden by the 
Treaty of Neuilly lurked in the clauses of this bill and their 
protests ])rompted the Great Powers to disallow this legislation. 
But compulsory labor was decreed for a period of ten days each 
year, for women as well as for men, for children as well as for 
adults. No one might gain exem])tion by the payment of money. 
The chief arguniei:its for this obligatory service were the accumu- 
lation of work that liad to be done, the inability of the state to pay 
for it, and the shortage of labor, all consequences of the war. 

It was impossible to say beforehand how this principle Avould 
work in actflal practice. Early results seemed reasonably satis- 
factory. In March and April 1921 over ()()(),0()0 school children 
devoted a week to manual labor. Armed with brooms and shovels 
and forks and buckets they cleaned streets, scrubbed floors, made 
walks and gardAis, built fences, planted trees. Had it not been 
for this compVilsion the work done by tliese children and by their 
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elders would have remained undone. The principle at the basis of 
this reform was that society might legitimately be called upon to 
give a certain amount of its time and strength for purposes that 
are social, that is, for the benefit of the community in general. 

But this experiment in peasant statecraft and social ordering 
was destined to a sudden end. At three o’clock in the morning 
of June 9, 1923, the Bulgarian Government was overthrown by 
a coup d^etat. All the ministers, with the exception of the 
premier, who was absent from the capital, were arrested by army 
officers and a new set of ministers were installed in their places. 
Professor H. Zankoff, of the University of Sofia, became prime 
minister and was surrounded and supported by a coalition of all 
the parties except the agrarian and the communist. Stambulisky, 
head of the late government, was killed on tJune 14, as an incident 
of a fight between some of his adherents and the troops of the 
new government. Tliis is the official statement, but it is by no 
means certain that he was not simply assassinated. Thus the 
peasantry of Bulgaria lost the ablest leader they had ever had. 
Power passed from the hands of those who had dominated the 
country since the war into the hands of those who were their 
bitter enemies, who had been and were ap])arently to continue 
to be their chief victims, tlie bourgeois. For the Stambulisky 
regime had ignored the bourgeois, except as tax-payers. If the 
latter, who had now seized control by the dark and desperate 
device of a coup d^efaf, should show a similar narrowness and 
intolerance, they might find that, after all, authority so gained is 
ephemeral. For a government, to be stable, must recognize that 
a nation is composed of many and various elements, a fact which 
victorious parties, the world over, are too little inclined to re- 
member, often to their own ultimate undoing. 
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SOVIET RUSSIA 

The Bolshevists or Communists of Russia, having seized 
control of the state by violence in November 1917 and having 
by violence turned the Constituent Assembly, popularly elected, 
out of doors on its first day of meeting because they did not 
like its complexion, were obliged by the requirements of the 
situation and by the promptings of their creed forthwith to 
give the world their measure as architects and builders of a new 
and perfected political and social fabric, in which mankind, 
cruelly and shamefully maltreated by the past, should find not 
only a greater contentment than it had ever known before but 
should also sec opening up before it wide and inviting avenues 
of fruitful progress, of full self-expression untrammeled by the 
confining, deforming, and deadening institutions of long ages of 
blindness and of barbarism. Humanity was at last to throw off 
its strait-jacket, escape fi*om prison, and become free, free in 
body and in soul. For Bolshevism was to issue the edict of 
emancipation of the world, was to strike off not only political 
and economic fetters, but intellectual and spiritual shackles 
as well. 

Let us see how the Bolshevists have met the challenge of their 
opportunity, how tliey have actually applied the new evangel, 
what sort of architects and builders they have proved to be in 
practice, how large the measure of emancipation which they have 
achieved. And first let us see what they have accomplislied in 
the well-worn field of })olitics and government, a fundamental 
matter, for, in the Bolshevist jdulosophy, politics and industry 
and culture are interwoven in a manner and with a closeness 
eclipsing, quite, all previous efforts in the direction of general 
integration. 

As the cohstitution of a country provides the necessary fraine- 
>vork within which the national life moves and has its being, it is 
proper to examine at the outset the governmental conceptions and 
political techni(iue of the self-appointed rulers of New Russia, 
llic constitution of July, 1918, more or less amended and ampli- 
fied in subsequent years, is their handiwork, the mirror of their 
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ideas of statecraft. A very long document, and one not always 
easy to understand, it proclaims the Russian Socialist Federal 
Soviet Republic, the official title of the new government. Adopted 
hurriedly and with but little debate by an assembly of about a 
thousand members, from which all troublesome opponents had been 
expelled, an assembly called the Fifth All-Russian Congress of 
Soviets, of Workers’, Soldiers’ and Peasants’ Delegates, it 
instituted what, according to Lenin, is “ an immeasurably higher 
form of democracy ” than the world ever yet had seen. If this 
is true the world must radically revise its definition of democracy. 
Article 7 in Chapter IV announces the basis of the republic by 
saying “ that now, at the decisive moment in the struggle between 
the workers and their exploiters, there can be no place for the 
latter on any governing body ” and other articles render the 
thought more precise: “The following persons have neither the 
right to vote nor to be elected: — (^) those who employ others 
for the sake of profit, (6) those who live on income not arising 
from their own works.” In other words, all aristocrats and all 
the middle class, the much talked-of bourgeoisie, manufacturers, 
business men, professional men, merchants, bankers, as well as 
those peasants who employ other peasants on their farms, are 
excluded from the franchise or from holding any position in the 
government. Only those who gain their livelihood by “ produc- 
tive ” labor possess the right to vote. With these restrictions, 
which are quite formidable, the franchise is given to all men and 
women who are over eighteen years of age. 

But does this “ democracy ” operate fairly and without favor 
for those who are declared within the fold? By no means. In 
electing representatives to a Soviet Congress tlie industrial 
workers are given a representative for ever^^ 2o,0()0 voters, 
whereas it takes 125,000 peasants to secure the same privilege. 
In other words the electoral power of a man who works a machine 
is five times as great as that of one who works the soil. The 
same ratio applies to local or provincial ‘bodies as to the 
national. There is thus no attern[)t to secure democratic 
equality. Nor do these unequal democrats vote directly for 
representatives to a national assembly, as do tlie voters of France 
or England or the United States. They vote for \lclegates to 
Urban or Provincial or County Soviets which, in turn, elect 
the delegates to the All-Russian Congress. This elaborate and 
intricate machinery facilitates the elimination by wire-pulling 
or, if necessary, by violence, of those who* considered 
undesirable by those conclucting the election. 
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The highest authority in the state is declared by the constitu- 
tion to be the All Russian Congress of Soviets, a body consisting 
of a thousand members or more. This Congress elects a Central 
Executive Committee of three hundred members, which con- 
stitutes the Supreme legislative and administrative body in the 
state and which chooses a Council of People’s Commissaries, or 
Cabinet, consisting of 18 members. In practice it is this latter 
body which wields the real authority. Even this body is led by 
an inner group. 

This system combines the appearance of democracy with the 
reality of a narrow dictatorship of at most a half a dozen men, 
of whom the leaders have thus far been Lenin and Trotsky. 

But the real political life of Russia is not to be found in the 
constitution. It is to be found in the Communist Party which, 
through its organization, its clubs, its committees of supervision, 
its manipulation of elections, is able to terrorize the country, 
to capture the offices of state, and, in short, to establish a 
monopoly of power. Tliis party, wdiich, on its own showing, has 
never numbered more than 600, 000 members, only a fraction of 
whom are active, has since 1917 maintained a dictatorship over 
more than 130,000,000 poo])le. Having seized power by a mili- 
tary coup cVetat, it has gradually developed agencies of self- 
protection, a highly centralized administrative system with an 
immense number of officials under its control, a Red Army, also 
controlled by it, and a secret police and esj)ionage system, car- 
ried out by a body known as the Extraordinary Commission, 
or Che-ka, a sort of revolutionary tribunal with indefinite powers 
of inquisition, with its agents everywhere, its torture chambers 
and its prisons, its summary processes. Establislied “ to combat 
counter-revolution ” tlie Che-ka counts its victims by the tens 
of thousands. The Secret Police under the rule of the Tsars 
was not so sinister or so irresponsible a body. 

Using such instruments a small minority has been able to 
establish a tyranivy wdiich has never been surpassed in thorough- 
ness or in scope in the history of the world. Having seized 
power by force that minority has used its power ruthlessly in 
order to preserve its ac(|uired position. Organized terror has 
been its meiHiod, frankly admitted by the authors of this bloody 
and inhuman policy, though often denied by their foreign 
sympathizers. “ No dictatorship of the proletariat is to be 
thought of without terror and violence,” is one of Lenin’s 
illuminating utU?rances, and anotlier is, ‘‘ we are firmly for the 
Red Terror •against the capitalist clafes ” — and the capitalist 
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class included anyone who believed in private property, any 
peasant, for instance, who would not give up his grain at the 
demand of a Bolshevist official, anyone, in short, who was either 
hostile or lukewarm to the ideas and policies of the self-imposed 
dictators. Terror has been used to crush, not ofily the bour- 
geoisie, but the peasantry, and even the other Socialist parties 
than the one to which the Bolshevists belong. It has been impar- 
tially applied to all whom the Bolshevists have, for whatever rea- 
son, considered dangerous to their retention of power or to the 
spread of their dogmas. The success of the Bolshevists in main- 
taining themselves in power has not been owing to the superi- 
ority of their theories but to the superiority of their organization, 
and to the regime of blood and iron. 

The triumph of the Bolshevists has been gained not only by 
the violent suppression of the bourgeoisie but by the sweeping 
aside of all other Socialists than those who belong to their own 
group, particularly the Social Revolutionaries, and by treating 
them as suspect. Karl Kautsky, leader of the pure Marxians 
of Germany, states the situation as follows in his book on the 
Did at or ship of the Proletariat : — ‘‘The Socialist party which 
governs Russia to-day gained power in fighting against other 
Socialist parties, and exercises its authority while excluding other 
Socialist parties from the executive. The antagonism of the 
two Socialist movements is not based on small personal jealousies; 
it is the clashing of two fundamentally distinct methods, that of 
democracy and that of dictatorshij). For us, therefore, Socialism 
without democracy is unthinkable.” 

And Kautsky adds : “ How can a dictatorship remain at the 
helm against the will of a majority of the people? Can a 
Socialist system of production be built uj) on this foundation? 
This means the organization of }n’oduction by society, and 
requires economic self-government throughout the whole mass 
of the people. State organization of production by a bureau- 
cracy, or by the dictatorship of a single section of the people, 
does not mean Socialism. Socialism presupposes that broad 
masses of the people have been accustomed to organization, that 
numerous economic and political organizations exist, and can 
develop in perfect freedom. The Socialist orga*nization of 
Labor is not an affair of barracks.” 

Lenin and Trotsky, outraged by this trenchant criticism, pro- 
ceeded to excommunicate Kautsky from the fold, as they have 
excommunicated many other Socialist leaders. ‘But this inter- 
change of courtesies indickted the fundamental difference between 
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the two schools of Socialists. The Social Democrats of 
Germany, whom the Social Revolutionaries of Russia resembled, 
believed that Socialism would come into existence slowly, gradu- 
ally, with thjj growth of capitalism to such a pitch of concen- 
tration that society would at the ripe moment merely take control 
of a perfected mechanism. They also believed in democratic 
processes, democratic training for the masses, in factories and 
political parties, since only a mature and instructed democracy 
could operate a socialistic system of production and distribution. 
They did not believe that progress could be made by violence, 
but only by the slow methods of education and moral suasion. 
The Bolshevists, on the other hand, impatient of any such 
leisurely process, believed that the new social system could be 
hastened enormously by revolutionary action; that, to bring it 
to pass, democratic methods, with all their delays and 
hesitations, must be discarded; and that power must be 
concentrated in the hands of a few leaders who know ex- 
actly what they want and who have the energy and audacity 
necessary for a direct and immediate attack upon the existing 
system. As tlie majority of peo])le do not yet believe in com- 
munism the work must be done by the enliglitened minority. 
Salvation lies not in democracy, but in the dictatorship of the 
few for tlie ‘sake of the ])roletariat. This dictatorship must 
be used, first to crush all opponents and clear the ground, then 
to lay tlie foundations of the new order. The Bolshevists 
rejected parliamentary institutions, political democracy as 
middle-class superstitions, instruments of the exploiting bour- 
geoisie. It was just this exploiting bourgeoisie which was the 
enemy and which must be swept aside, with all its works. 

This has been done effectively, by taking away their property, 
by reducing them to starvation or to exile, by denying them any 
share in the state, by depriving them not only of the right to, 
vote, but of all ])ositive ])()litical or civil rights, and by number- 
less acts of greats or ])etty tyranny. Announcing in the first 
article of the constitution that all private property in land waS| 
abolished without compensation, that the entire land of Russia 
was national projierty, that “ all forests, treasures of the earth, 
and w^aterif of general public utility, all implements whether 
animate or inanimate ” belonged to the nation, the new govern- 
ment indicated sufficiently its programme of socialization,” that 
is, the seizure of all private property and the vesting of it all 
henceforth in tlfe nation, not only landed property, but factories, 
mills, mines/ railways, banks, as well.* Such was the ideal, the 
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goal to be reached as quickly as possible. The parasitic 
strata ” of society must be eliminated. Only thus could the 
liberation of the toiling masses from the yoke of capital ” be 
achieved. 

The \^^ork of liberation ” had already begun. The estates of 
the great landowners had been seized by the peasants on the 
morrow of the overthrow of the Tsar, long before the constitution 
had been framed, and had been divided up among themselves, not 
in any orderly or systematic way, but by the very practical 
method of each peasant or group of peasants arming against 
every other, grabbing wliat he could and holding it if he had the 
power. But whatever the method, the result was the transfer 
to a new set of people of ])robably 135,000,000 acres of land. 
The landed aristocracy and the gentry were ruined. The state 
might declare and did declare the land the property of the na- 
tion. Should it, however, attempt to enforce this conception it 
would find that the hundred million peasants considered the land 
theirs, not the state’s. The peasants had a very lively respect 
for right of private property, not always for the property of 
others, but always for their own. They did not at all share 
the belief of the Bolshevists that private property was the root 
of all evil. But they were willing to profit by the transfer of the 
possessions of others to themselves. 

The nationalization of industries was a more complicated 
matter. At first the workers in each factory were urged to take 
over the factory, ignoring the owner, to conduct it, to determine 
the conditions of labor, to sell or distribute the products. 
Managers, directors, owners were either driven out or were 
reduced to receiving orders from their former ein})loyees, not 
giving them. The results were, however, not satisfactory. The 
workers had not the requisite ability or training to administer 
such enterprises ; moreover the opportunities and incentives to 
loafing or slacking on their jobs were too good to be missed. They 
everywhere increased their wages enorinouslir and worked as 
much as they liked. The result was that chaos reigned in the 
industrial field, and that production fell off, thus creating a 
grave situation for a people that needed more rather than less 
after the long and exhausting war. Moreover the \<^orkers, like 
the peasants, showed a tendency to regard the factories as their 
own and to hold cloudy or lax views in regard to nationalization. 

While this procedure was not a success in increasing the 
national production, it contributed greatly toward the primary 
end which the Bolshevists *liad in view, the ruin of th^ bourgeoisie. 
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The next step in industrial experimentation was taken when 
it was decided on June 28, 1918, to nationalize all factories, that 
is, to confiscate them. The reason given was the Bolshevists’ 
desire to put an end to the economic disorganization, to the 
disorder in tlic distribution of supplies, and to simplify the dic- 
tatorship of the workers and the paupers.” By the end of 1919 
four thousand concerns with all their property were declared to 
belong to the nation. It was officially stated that this was ‘‘ all 
Russian industry.” This was not quite accurate, for the State 
took over only those factories which were large and well-equipped, 
leaving the smaller undertakings in the hands of their owners. 
All industry was to be controlled through the Supreme Economic 
Council, which had about fifty industrial departments, and a 
large number of local organs. State ownership and control of 
the principal means of production, distribution and exchange, 
sucli was the economic system set up by the Soviet government. 
But how would the system work.^ To work at all some general 
scheme must be evolved co-ordinating the various kinds of indus- 
tries, furnishing tliern tlie necessary raw materials and the neces- 
sary supply of labor and providing also for the proper distribu- 
tion of tlie finished products. Such a scheme could not be 
improvised. Moreover it would rerjuire an arm\" of trained 
administrators, sometliing always difficult to find in Russia, and 
now particularly so, since whatever training there was was the 
possession of the hated bourgeoisie, the ‘‘ crushing ” of whom was 
the primary object of Bolshevik statesmanship. Such a scheme 
was never forthcoming, though often loudly announced. The 

nationalization ” of industry was sliortly to prove a dismal 
failure. Production fell off alarmingly and, in some lines, 
practically ceased. To secure the creation and distribution of 
even the reduced sup})ly of commodities, the State was compelled 
to apf)ly the princij)le of compulsion and of terror to consider- 
able groups of p(»op]e from whom the incentive of private gain 
had been removed? 

A Communist state, if it is to monopolize all sources of wealth, 
all means of ])roduction, is at least bound to see that its citizens 
do not starve or die in larger numbers than tliey do under the 
capitalistic Regime, the regime of ])rivate property and private 
enterprise. Otherwise the new system will seem inferior to the 
old and the sympathy and devotion even of those who have hailed 
the dawn with enthusiasm may turn into indifference or even into 
execration. Tht? condition of the food problem is a test of the 
efficiency ancf validity of any social system. 
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At the very outset of their career as rulers the Bolsheviks had, 
as we have seen, issued decrees proclaiming the abolition of 
private property and the nationalization of the land. In 
practice, however, they liad encouraged the peas|jLnts to seize 
the estates of the large landowners and divide them up. Tlie 
peasants thought that the additions they thus made to their hold- 
ings were theirs in full ownership. They did not for a moment 
think that these new parcels any more than the old belonged to 
the nation. Tliey belonged to themselves. The peasants were a 
hundred million strong and they believed intensely in the right 
of private property. They and their present rulers were poles 
apart in their economic conceptions. The Bolsheviks, recog- 
nizing in the ])easants the greatest obstacle to the realization of 
their schemes proceeded rather softly at first and with dis- 
cretion. They did not seek to drive into the peasant mind at all 
costs the blunt fact that what ho thought was his own was not 
his at all. They rather glossed the matter over for the time 
being by distinguishing between the ownership which, it was 
declared, inhered in tlie nation, and the actual possession of the 
land which the peasants had enjoyed and intended to enjoy. 
As long as the peasants were not molested in their occupation 
of their farms they would not bother tlieir brains much about 
the new, strange theories of the politicians. 

But friction could not long be avoided. Tlie Bolsheviks with 
their theory of national ownership of the land regarded the 
peasants as tenants at will of the Soviet Republic, reejuired to 
render whatever services were necessary for the benefit of society 
as a whole. Consequently, in order to secure food for the army 
and the civil servants and for the workers of the cities, the Soviet 
authorities began to make requisitions upon the peasants. 
Encountering opjiosition, they at first tried to divide the peas- 
ants among themselves, by stirring u]) the poor and lazy against 
the thrifty and industrious. The latter were denounced as bour- 
geois, as ‘‘ tight fists,” as men who had all the •cruel selfishness of 
the bourgeoisie, who would not give up their grain for the benefit 
of the workmen of the cities. Ckimmittees of the Poor Peasants, 
or Pauper Committees, were formed in each village, consisting 
sometimes of the unfortunate, often of loafers and evfcn criminals, 
to spy upon their fellow peasants and denounce them to the 
government. Outbreaks occurred between the peasants who 
possessed something and these Pauper Committees. The govern- 
ment sent troops to support the latter and puhish tlie former. 
But one result of this jiolicy was that as early as the fall of 
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1918 the industrious peasants began to reduce the area of their 
fall sowing. What was the object of raising a surplus, if those 
who did no work could come and take it away? 

This introduction of civil dissension into every village, this 
policy of inciting the poor peasants against the well-to-do, this 
discovery that even among the peasants there was a bourgeoisie 
and a proletariat, and this determination that the former, the 
‘‘ tight fists,” must be strangled and crushed, as the better known 
bourgeois were being crushed, did not result in making commu- 
nism attractive to the j)easants, and naturally did not increase 
the agricultural production of the country, which was the es- 
sential thing. But the government’s measures grew harsher, its 
exactions heavier, and it finally decreed that the entire agricul- 
tural produce should be confiscated by tlie state with the excep- 
tion of the quantity necessary for the su})port of the peasants. 
The latter must hand over to the state all that they raised above 
the minimum allowed them. 

Whereupon the j)easants decided not to raise any more than 
was necessary to feed themselves and their families. At a time 
when agricultural production should have been increased, it was 
as a matter of fact decreased, the area under cultivation grew 
less, because the farmers had no incentive to labor harder, knowing 
that not they but otliers would enjoy the fruits of their labor. 
The only reply on the part of the rulers of Russia to this passive 
resistance of the peasantry was terrorism in its various forms. 
This terrorism cost the peasants heavily, and increased the gen- 
eral disorder and distress, but did not increase the area under cul- 
tivation or the food sup])ly. On the contrary both grew loss from 
year to year, and the natural and inevitable result was famine, 
which came in 1921 and which was tlie ghastly consequence of 
Bolshevist economics and statesmanship. A hundred million 
peasants could not be w^hipped by the dictators of Moscow into 
creating wealth wliich those dictators would forthwith seize for 
])urposes of their^ own. The peasants preferred to hide their 
grain rather than sow' it, preferred to slaughter their livestock 
for food rather than to see it seized by the Bolshevik authorities. 

In 1921, with famine at the door, the governing authorities be- 
gan to see fi light and ado})ted a different policy, one no longer 
of confiscation, but of a tax in kind which should be paid by the 
peasants and which should be much low^er than the previous 
requisition had been. And the j)easants were assured the right 
to sell any surjdus which they might raise in the open market, a 
privilege w^hAh they had not previously enjoyed under the Soviet 
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rule. Whether this return to a system which the Communists 
had done their best to destroy came too late remained to be seen. 

In the field of industry the result of the Bolshevist experiment 
has also ended in disaster and approximate collapse. Russian 
industries were badly shaken by the war and Ihe blockade. 
Under the guidance of the dictators of the proletariat they have 
been nearly ruined. 

The first innovation of the new regime within the industrial 
field was the decree of November 14, 1917, issued only a week 
after the Bolshevik coup d'etat^ establishing the system of 
Workers’ Control. The workmen of a given factory were, as we 
have seen, authorized and encouraged to take over the factory 
and administer it through a committee elected by themselves, and 
controlling the multiple operations of production, of sale and of 
financial management. The capital of tlic former owner was thus 
used by the men who had formerly been his employees, and used as 
they saw fit. The former owner was either entirely eliminated 
or made to work in some inferior capacity, subject to orders. 
As the workers had neither the necessary business training nor 
experience, and as under their own direction they increased their 
wages enormously and decreased their hours of labor, and as there 
was no co-ordination among different factories, production fell 
off rapidly and industrial chaos resulted. 

The Bolsheviks, in view of the obvious failure of this method 
of conducting the manufactures of the country, and in order 
to put an end to this anarchy, proceeded to set up, in place of 
workers’ control, a system of industrial nationalization. The 
factories, declared national property, were to be administered 
henceforth, not by haphazard and unrelated committees of work- 
men, but by a central and all-embracing bureaucracy with repre- 
sentatives everywhere, a body capable of comprehensive plans 
and action. But as a matter of fact bureaucratic nationaliza- 
tion of industry proved no more of a panacea than workers’ 
control. The insistent national need was inc;;eased production. 
Instead, production continued to decrease in every line, and 
most alarmingly. The Bolshevik authorities, in the endeavor to 
counteract this disastrous tendency, were driven to adopt meas- 
ures more and more arbitrary and more and more severe, culmi- 
nating in the adoption of the principle of compulsory labor. 
That principle had from the beginning been applied to the hated 
“ bourgeois,” who had been forced to perform hard and repul- 
sive labor, street cleaning, street paving, removal of offal, un- 
loading of coal, draining marshes. But now, the* principle of 
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compulsory labor was to be applied to the proletariat itself, in 
spasmodic and partial fashion, it is true, since nothing general 
and systematic could be carried through in Russia. In the 
name of state necessity labor must be mobilized and sent where- 
ever needed. ‘‘ The masses,’’ said Trotsky to his fellow-Com- 
munists at a party congress, “ should be in a position to be 
moved about, sent and ordered from place to place in exactly 
the same way as soldiers. . . . Without this we cannot speak 
seriously of any organization of industry on a new basis in the 
present-day conditions of disorganization and starvation.” 

In harmony with this thouglit a decree was issued in the spring 
of 1920 incorporating the whole population in special labor 
armies. Mobilization was forthwith begun, and continued 
through the year, though in a random and fragmentary fashion. 
Extremely severe punishments were threatened for those guilty 
of the evasion of labor conscription, fines, imprisonment, even 
trial before the Revolutionary Tribunal. To such a pass had 
things come in Russia that the industrial proletariat of the cities, 
the very class whose liberation from age-long exploitation 
had been the announced purpose and justification of the Bolshe- 
vist revolution, found itself the victim and the dupe of its so- 
called emancipation, threatened with a coercion far more strin- 
gent than they had ever known under the odious old regime. 

Trotsky’s attempted militarization of industry, however, had 
but very poor results. The industrial proletariat resisted, pas- 
sively or actively, just as the peasants resisted, the tyranny of 
the state. Only, being a much less numerous body, it was seri- 
ously injured in the contest. Many of the workers left the towns 
and hid in the country in order to escape conscription. Those 
who could not escape went on strike, and for this they were 
punished ruthlessly. Having ground the faces of the former 
rich or w^ell-to-do, the Bolshevik dictatorship was now grinding 
the faces of the poor. Moreover the labor of those w'ho were 
actually compelled to w'ork under this regime w^as much below 
normal in efficiency, ow ing to reduced physical and moral strength. 
Petrograd workers adopted in September 1920 a resolution to 
this effect: ‘‘We feel as if we were hard labor convicts w^here 
everything But our feeding has been made subject to iron rules. 
We have become lost as human beings, and have been turned 
into slaves.” 

Industrial nationalization, therefore, proved no more success- 
ful than agjicifltural nationalization. The nationalization of 
commerce also was a failure. In April, 1918, all foreign trade 
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had been nationalized, and in October of that year, all domestic 
trade. The commercial fleet was declared national property. 
All stores, big and little, were closed, and their contents confis- 
cated by the state. The state was henceforth to be the sole agent 
of distribution of commodities. Private trading was made 
punishable with heavy fines and imprisonment, and in this do- 
main, as in the domain of agriculture and industry, terror was 
the order of the day. 

Industrial, agricultural, commercial nationalization led Rus- 
sia straight to disaster. The economic life of the country was 
utterly demoralized and distress became general and intense. 
The dictatorship of the proletariat was in fact the dictatorship 
of a petty and unscrupulous minority, and for that minority 
the clouds were thickening. Its enemies were becoming more 
numerous as its incompetence and unabashed tyranny were more 
and more sharply defined against the murky background of a 
society in rapid process of disintegration. The theories of 
Bolshevism were discredited by its works. 

These artists in destruction finally saw that in order to main- 
tain themselves in power they must alter their course of action, 
must execute what they called an ‘‘ economic retreat.^’ Their 
aim had been to destroy capitalism and to bring about the 
world revolution. The world revolution, that is to say, universal 
communism, had failed to appear and the chances of its coming 
had been steadily growing less. Meanwhile the breakdown of 
agriculture, industry and transportation had brought unutter- 
able woe upon Russia, and not that new and happier era which 
the Communists had promised. Throwing the blame for their 
failure upon the ‘‘ rapacious ” and ‘‘ parasitic ’’ classes of capi- 
talistic ” countries and upon the stubborn, unintelligent Russian 
peasants, the Soviet authorities began to com])romise with capital- 
ism. In a speech delivered on March 15, 1921, Lenin announced 
that they must satisfy the peasants ‘‘ economically,” must con- 
sent to their having the right to buy and selldn open market as 
under the old regime, or it will be impossible to maintain the 
power of the proletariat in Russia, in view of the slowing down of 
the international revolution.” And he added certain observa- 
tions which might, without undue intellectual straih, have been 
made much earlier: ‘‘In Russia the industrial workers are in the 
minority and the small farmers overwhelmingly in the majority 
“ the transformation of the entire psychology of the petty })eas- 
ants is a labor which will require generations it is time to ad- 
mit frankly that the peasants manifestly refuse to accept pro- 
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letarian dictatorship any longer. . . . We must grant freer 
economic relations between the workers and the peasants. . . . 
Freedom of economic relations means free trade, and free trade 
signifies a return to capitalism. Those who believe that in this 
Russia of peasants socialism can be reached, simply believe in 
Utopia.’’ 

These utterances sound like a complete renunciation of the 
whole Communistic experiment. Such was, however, not at all 
what Lenin had in mind. Sufficient unto the day is the evil there- 
of. Concessions must be made to the long-established habits 
and prejudices of men, and the wise person is he who, in such 
circumstances, makes concessions enough to enable him to gain 
time. T.enin’s proposals, soon embodied in decrees, were 
that henceforth the peasant’s crops should not be seized by the 
state but should belong to the peasant, that he should pay a 
tax in kind, and that he might freely sell any surplus he might 
possess, and might buy any manufactured article in open market. 
In other words, shops might open again and might engage in 
private commerce. But such individual enterprise was to be en- 
couraged only in the case of petty merchants. A certain freedom 
was to exist, henceforth, for small capitalists, but big enterprises, 
big capitalism, considered so dangerous, were to be still under the 
control of the state. 

But how could merchants secure the manufactured articles 
which the peasants needed and which they were now to be per- 
mitted to buy, — provided they should have any agricultural 
surplus with which to pay for them? The industries of Russia, 
shot all to pieces, could themselves neither secure the raw materials 
nor produce the desired commodities in sufficient quantities to 
meet the needs. I'he authorities now invited practical manufac- 
turers, experts, to come back and start up the factories once 
more and resume their accustomed role of leadership and direc- 
tion. But factories cannot be run without capital and the dic- 
tators of iMoscowdiad for three years done their best to destroy 
capital and caj)italists, and had been eminently successful. 
Russian capital was ])retty nearly, if not (juite, extinct. As it 
could not be called miraculously into existence by a mere decree 
or by many decrees something else had to be done, something 
on a large scale, too, for in 1921 the food situation was such 
that widespread famine could be easily foreseen and hunger 
and misery often make men desperate and lead them into dan- 
gerous courses. • 

“The yea# 1921,” says Professor Miliukov, “will be remem- 
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bered as the first year of the great Russian Famine. None 
similar to it can be found in Russian history. It is as unparal- 
leled and unprecedented as the events which caused it.” Miliukov 
adds that the famine began ‘‘ as early as 1919 and 1920 with the 
shrinking of the planted area to three-fourths and^ two-fifths of 
its normal size.” In 1921 the area under cultivation fell to 
half that planted before the war. Even had the crops been 
excellent within that restricted area tliere would have been a 
dreadful shortage of food. And the crops were poor ! The 
worst of it is,” says this author, that this situation is bound 
to last as long as the causes that brought it about last. Famine 
has become endemic in Russia.” 

What could the Government do to conjure or to mitigate 
the crisis.^ Half measures would surely not suffice. The ruin of 
industry, the decline in the productivity of labor, the diminu- 
tion of the area under cultivation, the demoralization of the 
railroads, the fantastic depreciation of the currency, how could 
these and still other evils be remedied? 

By an appeal to capital. Such was the only answer that this 
Government, founded on the negation of the right of capital 
to exist, could give. For four years the Soviet Government had 
been living on the reserves of the capitalistic era which had 
preceded its advent to power. The gold it had found in the 
Imperial Treasury and which had largely kept it going was, 
however, approaching exhaustion. There still remained at its 
disposition early in 1921 about £50, 000 ,000, a paltry amount, 
considering the situation. When these were spent, what then? 
There could be no appeal to free Russian ca[)ital because none 
such existed. There could be no recourse to private Russian 
banks, for one of the first measures of the Communist Dictator- 
ship had been to abolish all private banks and to confiscate their 
assets. 

There was nothing left to do except to apj)eal to foreign 
capital, to appeal for help to those countries jvliich had refused 
to accept the economic illumination that had shone for four 
years from the towers of the Kremlin, and which had continued 
along in the old and narrow ruts worn by ages of economic 
ignorance. The Soviet Government now set out to ‘tap this in- 
viting source of supply. All througli 1921 and 1922 it made 
repeated and varied efforts to get “credits” from abroad; i.e., 
to get the aid of English, French, American capitalists, capital- 
ists, in short, of any stripe. It asked for loans from 
foreign governments and,«largely at tlie desire of liloyd George, 
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it was given the opportunity to present its arguments at two 
international conferences, held in 1922, at Genoa and the Hague. 
Lloyd George was of the opinion that trade with Russia was 
necessary not only for Russian reconstruction but for European 
rcconstructioA ; that nothing could be considered stable in Europe 
as long as so large a part of the continent stood outside the ordi- 
nary international relations and activities ; that, if trade could be 
renewed between Russia and the other nations, not only would 
the grave problem of unemployment in the latter be put in the 
way of solution, but that Russia, by the renewed and daily as- 
sociation with those countries, would come to abandon her pecu- 
liar economic theories and would slip back into the old familiar 
grooves of private industry and individual enterprise. With 
an optimism which was far from being warranted by the facts 
the British Premier believed that the leopard had already 
changed many of his spots and would be only too glad to 
change the others if given a little encouragement. 

The Russians on their side saw their op))ortunity in this mani- 
fest desire of other nations to resume trade with them. Wishing 
to emerge from tlie isolation in which they had stood for several 
years, desiring foreign recognition of their government, and 
particularly anxious for foreign capital, now that Russian capi- 
tal had been destroyed, the dictators of ^Moscow proceeded to 
whet the foreign appetite by dangling before the world of specu- 
lators roseate pictures of great wealth to be easily acquired if 
only they would co-operate in a reasonable spirit with the Soviet 
authorities. These authorities, desperately needing money, de- 
veloped an elaborate scheme of putting up the vast resources of 
Russia to the highest bidder — on conditions and for a considera- 
tion. Those resources, mines, forests, fisheries, should be put in- 
to the market. Foreigners who might be willing to invest their 
money in them should of course be guaranteed that the} could 
retain their concessions long enough to enable them to make hand- 
some profits. Thi^y must be assured that there would be, in their 
cases, no nationalization, no confiscation, no requisitions, things 
for which contemporary Russia was unpleasantly famous. 
They must also be assured of the right to hire and direct Rus- 
sian labor so as to be able to carry on their enterprises. 

In other words Russia was to be offered up to the tender mer- 
cies of foreign exploitation. That this would mean economic 
subjection, a condition similar to that of Turkey or China, a 
regime of ca]«tuIations and extra-territoriality, and special 
rights that hative Russians could not •enjoy, made no difference 
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to the Soviet Government as long as thereby it might hope to 
remain in power. No compunctions as to the probable fate of 
Russian labor under such a regime deterred it in its desire 
to carry through its scheme. Would these foreign capitalists 
be given rights of compulsion over their Russian workmen 
or would the Russian authorities use compulsion in order to 
supjdy them with laborers and to keep the latter up to the 
mark? It must be admitted that this champion of the poor and 
the oppressed, this enemy of all exploitation of the masses by “ ra- 
pacious ” capitalists, showed no weak and silly sentimentality in 
this crisis nor any morbid passion for consistency. But wdiat is 
to be said, on the other hand, of the spectacle offered by the other 
nations, several of which had been Russia’s late allies and friends 
and who owed much to Russia’s indispensable and great assis- 
tance during the years of the war? They were showing, some of 
them, a repulsive keenness to profit by the weakness of the Rus- 
sian state. 

Thirty-five nations, including Russia and Germany, attended 
the Genoa Conference (April-May 1922). The premier of Great 
Britain w^as the center, round whom buzzed all the intrigues, 
all the greed, all the appetites of Europe. France attended the 
conference out of deference to the wishes of Lloyd George, but 
with no faith in the desirability or the possibility of any agree- 
ment with a nation which repudiated its debts and which denied 
the right of private property. The L^nited States, urged to at- 
tend, declined, but sent a word of cooling wisdom which was not 
at all to the taste of the sponsors of the conference. “ It is 
idle,” wrote Secretary Huglies, ‘‘ to expect resumption of trade 
until the economic bases of production are securely established. 
Production is conditioned upon the safety of life, the recogni- 
tion, by firm guarantees, of private property, the sanctity of 
contract, and the rights of free labor.” Until these things ex- 
isted in Russia no co-operation would be possible. 

The great illusion of Genoa, namely that it was possible to 
pacify and unite Europe and launch it upon a prosperous career, 
by an agreement with Russia, was soon dispelled. Another illu- 
sion, entertained by many, that Bolshevism was a thing of the 
past, that its famous “ economic retreat ” indicated* a complete 
reversion of Russia to the type prevalent in the rest of the world, 
also soon went into the discard. Russia, by dint of being told 
that Europe could not exi.st without her, felt her position very 
strong. Having ruined Russia the dictators of Moscow appealed 
to Europe for immediate* help but they did not aFmndon their 
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fundamental tenets. It was proved at the Conference of Genoa, 
to the satisfaction even of those who would fain be blind, that 
the basic principles of Bolshevism, the destruction of capitalism, 
and the annihilation of the capitalist class throughout the world, 
had not befcn abandoned but were as firmly held as ever 
by those who controlled the Russian state. Two antip- 
odal systems of thought cannot be harmonized by any verbal 
ingenuity, however consummate it may be. Before the govern- 
ments of Europe wguld loan money to Russia they must know 
whether that country recognized the obligation to pay them 
what they had already loaned her in the past, a debt which she 
had formally repudiated. But the Soviet representatives de- 
clined to give the necessary assurance that tliose debts would 
be paid. Before the governments could urge their private 
citizens to invest their money in Russian enterprises they must 
have assurance that those who had invested in such enterprises 
in the past would get their factories back, they having been 
promi)tly confiscated by the Bolsheviks upon their arrival in 
power. Such assurances were not forthcoming. It was merely 
stated that, if the powers would recognize the Soviet authority 
as a legal government in full and regular standing in the family 
of civilized nations, and would make Russia a large loan, then 
these other matters might be discussed in later negotiations, 

Mr. liloyd George had urged the calling of the Genoa Con- 
ference, and the participation in it of Russia and Germany? as 
a means of uniting Europe, as a means of founding the general 
peace and prosperity of a distracted world by a general spirit 
of co-operation and amity. But at the very outset of the con- 
ference Russia and Germany concluded a treaty of alliance, at 
Rapallo, on Easter Sunday, 1922, wliich showed that at least 
Russia was aiming not at a united but at a divided Europe. 
This action was immediately damaging in its effects upon tlie con- 
ference and it o])ened up an alarming future. Were Germany 
and Russia, both.* of which, for different reasons, were bitter 
enemies of the Treaty of Versailles, preparing to attack and 
destroy that settlement and erect one of their own in its place 
The Treaty of Rai)allo, which proved to be the sole positive 
achievenienf of Genoa, was a sliarp warning to the former Allies 
that thev would better remain united if they cared anything 
about preserving the fruits of their victory. 

‘‘ Tlie Genoa Conference,” says an American diplomatist, was 
a market for fhe purchase and sale of stolen property. It 
broke up Ixfcause those who believed •in private property and 
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those who believed in its destruction could find no common meet- 
ing ground. The Hague Conference which met a month later 
to continue the derisory discussion was shortly wrecked on the 
same jagged rock. ^ 

Meanwhile Russia had concluded an agreement with Ger- 
many, a state which like herself was willing to fish in troubled 
waters, whereby she received the official recognition she had de- 
manded, was given back the Russian embassy in Berlin, and 
secured at least, it appeared, one good customer. It remained 
to be seen whether, unable to get general recognition, Russia could 
get piecemeal recognition, first from one nation and then another. 
More important still, it remained to be seen whether, if capital- 
istic governments who would not co-operate in loaning money to 
the Soviet autocracy and in encouraging their citizens to invest 
in Russian securities,” there were still private capitalists in 
those countries adventurous enough to do so in the face of the 
warning that, if the waters proved too deep, their governments 
would not aid in pulling them out. 

The Supreme Council in calling the Genoa Conference said, 
in disclaiming any thought of intervening in the domestic con- 
cerns of Russia : It is the right of each country to choose for 

itself the system it prefers.” But this is precisely what the Rus- 
sian people has not been permitted by the Bolshevik dictators 
to do. The Bolshevik government, founded on a military cotip 
d'etat, drove out of doors a constituent assembly which had been 
popularly elected, and has confiscated, not only projxn’ty, but 
the rights of man, free elections, free speech, freedom of the 
press and of public meeting, civil and political freedom, in short, 
democracy. Lenin frankh^ declares that liberty is a bour- 
geois superstition.” 

We have thus far concerned ourselves with the political and 
economic history of the Bolshevist ex})eriment ; an experiment 
that has been going on since 1917. We liave seen its rise, its 
development, and its present-day tendencies, 'which indicate a 
limited and somewliat superficial reversal of ]:)olicy tliough not 
of ultimate aim. Russia, which declares itself a Federated Soviet 
Republic, is none of these things, unless the dictatorship of a 
petty minority is a republic. Whatever federation exists is 
very slight and largely fictitious, and the soviets, that is, popular 
and democratic organizations of workmen and peasants vested 
with supreme political powder, no longer exist. They also have 
been confiscated by this highly confiscatory govWnmcnt. They 
have been purged of all elements of opposition, have been brought 
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under the control of the government, have been made a mere in- 
strument of the Communist Party. The men now in power in 
Russia are not generally workmen and never have been workmen 
but belong in large measure to the so-called intellectual class, 
a few lawyer^*, many journalists and professional revolutionaries. 
As for the peasants they enjoyed a larger direct representation 
in the first Duma under Nicholas II than they have ever en- 
joyed in the controlling councils of the Soviet Republic. One 
of the charges tliat may be justly brought against the Bolshe- 
viks is that by their resort to traditional and exaggerated 
methods of arbitrary rule they cut short that promising demo- 
cratic movement which began after the first revolution in 1905, 
and which began again after the overthrow of the Empire in 
March, 1917. 

Not only is Russia exhausted, im])overished and disorganized 
economically, but she is much reduced in size. The advent of 
the Bolsheviks to power was the signal for the disruption of 
the state. Everywhere the border peoples broke away from the 
central government and declared their independence. Finland 
and Poland seized the occasion to throw off a yoke they had 
long hated. The Baltic provinces, Courland, Esthonia and 
Livonia, eager to be free alike of their German baron overlords 
and tlieir Russian autocrats, broke loose and later appeared 
as two small, democratic, peasant republics, Esthonia and Latvia, 
Lithuania also rca})])eared upon the ma]). The Ukraine, a 
vast region of Soutli Russia, tried to do the same and succeeded 
momentarily. In tlie southeast, in the region of the Caucasus, 
arose the rej)ublics of Georgia, Azerbaijan, F^rivan, Armenia, 
and the long stretches of Siberia broke up into fragments. We 
have seen how far the Bolsheviks were willing to go in recogniz- 
ing this national disruption in the treaty of Brest-Litovsk wdth 
Germany and Austria-Hungary. 

Germany was required by the Treaty of Versailles to denounce 
the Treaty of Biyst-Litovsk which the western Allies had never 
recognized. During the next two years, 1919 and 1920, the 
Soviet Government, which had been ready to make peace at any 
price with Germany and Austria, was almost continually at war 
with the nmi-Bolshcvist elements in former Russia, led by Deni- 
kin, Yudenitch, Kolchak, Wrangel, and with the Lithuanians, 
I.etts, Esthonians and Poles. These were in large measure civil 
wars. The Moscow government was able in the end, by develop- 
ing a large awd well-disciplined Red Army, to put down its 
internal encitiies who (luestioned its right to rule and who tried 
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to overthrow it. It also overran the Ukraine and terminated 
its brief dream, putting in its place the fiction of an indepen- 
dent allied Soviet regime, — a fiction and nothing more. Later 
it did practically the same with the shadowy republics of the 
Caucasus. In the course of two or three years tlA? militaristic 
energy of the Bolsheviks had won back much of what they pro- 
visionally lost, and these arch-internationalists had revealed a 
strong sense of nationalism. This sense had been reinforced and 
utilized by the conflicts which had gone on at the same time 
with foreign troops, with the English in the Archangel and Mur- 
mansk regions, with the Czechs, Japanese, and Americans in 
Siberia, with the Roumanians and the Frencli in southern Rus- 
sia, with the Esthonians, tlie Letts, and the Poles toward the 
west. 

The total result of this complicated series of insurrections 
and wars was the re-establishment over a large part of former 
Russia of the power of the Russian state. Sometimes that re- 
establishment, as already hinted, was more or less disguised by 
an illusory recognition of semi-independence or lialf-alliance 
as x\ssociated Republics,” as in the case of Azerbaijan, Armenia, 
Georgia and the Far East. In reality, however, no one was 
deceived by such circumlocutions. 

But, despite the vigor and general success of the Bolshevik 
authorities, they nevertheless do not rule over as much of the 
earth’s surface as did Nicholas II. Finland, the Baltic provinces 
now known as Esthonia and Latvia, Lithuania, and Poland are 
gone and the Russia of today is a reduced Russia. Counting 
these losses and including also the losses of the Great War, 
1,700,000 killed and probably several times as many dying as 
a result of its indirect effects, and including also the losses of the 
civil wars, of the emigration of two or three million of the former 
privileged and bourgeois classes, and the mortality occasioned by 
the economic exhaustion, the under-nourishment and starvation 
of immense numbers, and we have a notable /liminution of the 
population of Russia. About 180,000,000 in 1914, tliat popu- 
lation has probably shrunk to something like 1. ‘10, 000, 000 today. 
The abnormal increase in the death rate which has characterized 
the last few years will not quickly disappear and will continue 
to exact a heavy toll, owing to the epidemics and the unsanitary 
conditions of life, which cannot, even under the most favorable 
circumstances, be immediately stopped or remedied. 

No country has in modern times experienced so violent or 
so complete a break with* its past as has contempoVary Russia. 



SWEEP OF THE RUSSIAN REVOLUTION 


945 


The Romanoffs are gone, tlie nobility is ruined and killed or 
scattered. The elements of a monarchical reaction are few and 
apparently impotent. The land has been divided quite beyond 
recall, it is reasonably safe to say. The bourgeoisie has been 
crushed and perhaps half of its number are eating the bitter bread 
of exile. This colossal emigration of the bourgeoisie is a very 
serious matter as robbing the country of the ability, the training, 
the technical equipment, the enterprise of an educated class, 
never very large in Russia, a class which will be sorely needed 
in the work of future national restoration. The class of in- 
dustrialists, which had sprung up only during the last two or 
three decades of the Empire has been swept away by the destruc- 
tion of industry. The industrial working classes have lost the 
gains they so ])ainfully acejuired in the Factory Acts of the 
closing nineteenth and opening twentieth centuries, and have been 
frightfully worn down by the present misgovernment. The men 
of the liberal professions have been decimated, the intellectual, 
literary and scientific world has been bereft of many, if not of 
most, of its men of achievement and promise. Russia, which will 
need leaders in the future as never before, will have increased 
difficulty in finding tliem. 

Meanwhile the peasantry, the overwhelming mass of the people, 
have benefited from the revolution, in one respect. They have 
more land. Russia will long be a peasant state, and all theories 
of communism will break themselves in vain against that granite 
block. Whatever ho})e there is for the future seems to lie in that 
sorely harassed, illiterate, ignorant, but hardy and vigorous class. 

The old regime in Russia has disappeared forever. What the 
new regime will be is wra])ped in obscurity. That it will be a 
peasant democracy seems as likely a })ro})hecv as any. But when.? 
At this point even the prophet may well refrain from attempting 
to exercise his art. Divination is a venturesome and presump- 
tuous business. 

At tlie ])resent moment the government of Russia is the very 
negation of democracy and of all that democracy implies. 



CHAPTER XLVII 


FRANCE SINCE THE WAR 

The close of the war left the French Republic in a position of 
pre-eminence on the continent of Europe. Her government, long 
considered by many as the embodiment of the weakness of democ- 
racy, had proved itself rather the embodiment of its strength. 
For half a century overshadowed in the mind of the world by the 
power and prestige of tlie German Empire, France had been re- 
garded not only as an inferior state, but as one whose inferiority 
to her neighbor was constantly increasing and was destined in- 
evitably to continue to increase. The reasons for this gloomy 
outlook were commonly considered to lie in the nature of her 
government and in the character of her peo})le. But the war 
had abundantly proved the fatuous superficiality of such critics. 
Both government and peo})le had given a memorable account of 
themselves, and the Cassandras of decadence were estopped, at 
least temporarily, from their doleful incantations. France had 
been, from the beginning to the end, the heart of the Entente. 
Her valor, abundantly attested upon the battlefields of Europe 
from the time of Julius Caesar to that of Napoleon Bonaparte, 
had suffered no diminution and was universally recognized. The 
genius of her commanders Avas unsurpassed. The will of her 
people was made of iron. The pluck, the vigor, the bull-dog 
tenacity, the mastery of self, shown by the French democracy 
during the interminable struggle had brilliantly demonstrated 
the essential soundness of the national life. The men of Verdun 
were not the products of chance but of long training and a rich 
inheritance, both of mind and character. 

If there was any fitness in things, it w’as inevitable that the 
Peace Conference, which was to sign and seal the verdict of the 
war, should be held in Paris, if it Avere not to be held in Berlin, 
and should be under the presidency of the veteran Prime Minister, 
Georges Cleinenceau, whose indomitable courage and prodigious 
energy had been a tower of strength, a bulwark and a blazing 
beacon in the most desperate crisis of the w'aV, whose driving 
force and swift intelligence had inspired his people with rencAved 
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confidence and resolution. Long known as The Tiger ” in the 
animated and often venomous party struggles of the time, Cle- 
menceau was now universally acclaimed as the Father of Victory 
and parliament took the earliest occasion to declare that he 
had ‘‘ deservdd well of the country,” the highest official praise 
that can come to any Frenchman. It was this man who was to 
preside over the assembly of diplomats who were soon seen 
converging from all the corners of the globe upon the city 
which for four years had daily heard the thunders of the world’s 
greatest war. 

Had Cleinenceau died at the Psalmist’s ap})ointed age, he 
would have been known only to those curious of the details of 
parliamentary politics. But he had lived long enough to have 
an o 2 :)portunity to render a unique and mighty service to his 
country and, consequently, to the world. And now as head of 
the French delegation to the Peace Conference, and as the presi- 
dent of the Conference, he was to be one of tlic makers of the 
treaty with Germany. Fortified with a striking vote of confi- 
dence of the Cluutiher of Deputies (.‘198 to 9.‘i), the man who 
liad done so much to forge the victory now proceeded to try 
his hand in a very different and unaccustomed line of work. 

The deliberations and decisions of the Conference of Paris 
have already been described. Important for all the world, for 
no country were they more imy^ortant than for France. The 
provisions of tlie treaty, its merits and defects, were destined 
quite inevitably to dominate the political life of France for many 
years to come, furnishing the public, the ])ress, the politicians 
with abundant material for debate. French domestic policy was 
henceforth to be determined by tlie neccvssities or possibilities of 
her foreign 2 )olicv, or rather foreign and domestic policies were 
to be hopelessly intertangled, each reacting u{)on tlie other, some- 
times in surjirising ways. 

Cleinenceau’s relations with his parliament during the Con- 
ference of Paris a^'oused considerable dissatisfaction and appre- 
hension. He refused to consult it with regard to the terms of 
jieace or to communicate to it those terms until the treaty was 
completed and had been signed by himself and his colleagues. 
The Chambcn* of Deputies indicated its dislike of this method, its 
sense that it ought not to be confronted with a fait accompli^ 
which it might be forced to accept against its judgment, the 
bad along with the good. The Senate issued an unofficial mani- 
festo, signed bf every member present, reminding the Prime 
Minister of tv^hat France wished to lllive put into the treaty. 
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All this to no avail, for Clcmenceau adhered to his policy of 
making the treaty without the intervention of the legislature. 

The text of the Peace Treaty, signed at Versailles on June 28, 
1919, was on June 30 laid before the Chamber of Deputies, along 
with the Franco-British and Franco-American Conventions ac- 
companying it and considered by the French as virtually parts 
of it, as essential elements of the general compromise of con- 
flicting and divergent interests worked out by the Conference. 
The attitude of Parliament toward the treaty was lukewarm. 
To many of its members the provisions for ensuring the security 
of France along the Rhine seemed unsatisfactory, insufficient. 
As the one dominant thought of France throughout the war and 
the dominant thought during the peace negotiations was, and 
the dominant thought today is, how to prevent another invasion 
from Germany, which had invaded France four times within a 
hundred years and would, in the practically unanimous opinion 
of the French people, try to invade her again, in order to wipe 
out the humiliation of the present war and realize her long cher- 
ished aims, the question of security was fundamental. Being 
a country of sixty million people wliile France was one of only 
forty million Germany was a terrible menace, how terrible any 
one who had lived through the Great War must recognize. Many 
members of the French parliament felt that the French dele- 
gation at the Conference had not secured the necessary guar- 
antees in this vital matter. 

There was much criticism in this connection of th:‘ Covenant 
of the League of Nations, even on the part of those who had 
long been advocates of peaceful methods of settling international 
disputes and who were sympathetic with the purpose of the 
League. The French representatives on the commission which 
had framed the articles concerning the I^eague had tried to 
make those articles stronger, not weaker. They wished the 
League to possess sufficient force, physical force, to be able actu- 
ally to maintain the peace of the world, the avqwed purpose of its 
creation. The treaty provided for the disarmament of Germany, 
or rather the reduction of the German army to a moderate size. 
It provided also that the Allies should maintain an army in 
Germany for a possible fifteen years to enforce these stipula- 
tions. But after that period who could know^ wdiether Germany 
w^as living up to her treaty agreements.^ Her word alone 
France did not regard as sufficient. Idie French delegates, 
therefore, urged that a commission be established wdth powers 
of inspection to see whc^cher .she was keeping hof promises or 
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not. M. Leon Bourgeois proposed an amendment to the Cove- 
nant to this effect. It was defeated, probably largely because 
of the opposition of the American and English delegations. 

On a more serious matter the French had met the same opposi- 
tion and had| seen tlieir views rejected. They desired the crea- 
tion of an international military force strong enough to enforce 
the decisions of the League, in other words to prevent im- 
mediately the attack of one nation upon anotlier. As the purpose 
of the League was the preservation of peace, it should be given 
the power to })reserve it. The articles of the Covenant seemed 
to tlie F'rench delegation quite inadequate in this regard. Those 
articles provided that disputes between members of the League 
should bo submitted to certain processes of arbitration or con- 
ciliation and that no dis])utant should go to war until after a 
certain time and then only under certain conditions. Article 
XVI provided that violation of these provisions would be con- 
sidered an act of war against all the other members of the 
League, which would immediately sever all trade and financial 
relations with the offending state, — the famous economic block- 
ade, — and that the Council of the l-icague should recommend ” 
to the several governments what military, naval, or air forces 
they should severally contribute for the protection of the cove- 
nants of the League. 

The word ‘‘ recommend ” did not seem to the French a suffi- 
cient guarantee of action. They were thinking of a very real 
and very concrete possibility, of a thing that had occurred to 
them twice within fifty years and might occur again. The Coun- 
cil might ‘‘ recommend,” but the nations were to decide what 
quotas they would send, if any. While they were discussing, or 
while they were raising and equipping their contingents, the 
damage might be done. Fh'ance knew what it had meant to 
wait two years for England to get really ready for the late war, 
and three years for America. She did not care for a repetition 
of any such desy)erate and doubtful a period of waiting, of 
sickening tension.* 

Her representatives accordingly urged the Conference to give 
the League an international army, witli a professional staff, 
ready to a(^t, w'henever peace should be threatened. It did not 
seem to them either sensible or safe to discuss the establishment 
and equipment of a fire department among forty or fifty nations 
after the blaze has broken out. 

The French motion for such a military force was voted down, 
for reasons \^hicli arc none too clear, siijce the debates of the com- 
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mission have not been published. But the insistent French ap- 
prehension had the effect of leading England and America to 
sign nearly identical agreements promising France aid, under 
certain conditions, if wantonly attacked. But England was not 
to be bound unless America ratified the Franco-Am^rican treaty, 
nor was America to be bound unless England ratified the Franco- 
British treaty. 

Such had been some of the criticisms of the proposed League 
made by the French delegation at the Conference. They had 
desired to endow the League with some elements of force. They 
had wished to give it bones and sinews. But they had been voted 
down. 

Now that the Treaty of Versailles, with the Covenant, was be- 
fore the Parliament, it was quite natural that the same argu- 
ments should be heard there, and should also be given expression 
by the press. The French considered the method set up in the 
Covenant for the preservation of peace as too vague, too un- 
certain, too poorly organized. They did not consider that the 
first twenty-six articles of tlie Treaty of Versailles gave them 
any guarantee of real security. Objection was also made to 
the treaty as a whole on the ground that it did not provide 
clear or adequate means for its own execution but left too much 
to future adjustment among the Allies, which adjustment might 
lead to friction and even to serious crises, a premonition which 
w^as destined to prove only too well justified. As a matter of 
fact the treaty, thus critically received at the outset in France, 
became increasingly unpopular in succeeding years. The ablest 
and most luminous defense of it in l\arliament was made by 
Tardieu, Clemenceau’s right hand man in the negotiations. His 
argument w^as later elaborated and powerfully presented in a 
book entitled “ The Peace.” 

But Parliament, however lukewarm its admiration might be, 
knew that there was nothing else to do than ratify the document 
which had been w^orked out with such difficulty and which neces- 
sarily represented a compromise. The treaty was ratified by 
the Chamber on October 2, 1919, by the strong majority of 372 
to 53. Seventy-three members refrained from voting. Nine 
days later it was ratified unanimously by the Semite. 

Now that the treaty was out of the way, it was possible to 
turn to other matters. The election of a new Parliament was 
long overdue, the present one having ])rolonged its life beyond 
its legal term, owing to the war. The election of 1919 was 
Clemenceau’s last triumjjh. He himself sounded ,the keynote 
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when, speaking in Strasbourg early in November, he appealed to 
his countrymen to realize that the supreme duty of every French- 
man was to work, to work, to work; that only by unremitting 
and accelerated labor could they restore the ravages of war 
and enjoy thfe benefits of their victory; that internal peace was 
the primal duty of the hour. He emphasized the necessity of 
a stable government. The electors ought to return a large and 
solid majority of moderate men whose loyalty to republican 
institutions would be unquestioned. He pointed out the enemy, 
namely Bolshevism, which had made considerable progress in 
the land. The contest was between the National Bloc, com- 
prising the moderate and conservative classes, and the Social- 
ists, already partially affected by the ideas of Moscow and 
becoming more and more revolutionary. The result of the 
French election of 1919 showed an entirely different tendency 
from that revealed by the general election held at about the 
same time in Italy and that indicated by bye-elections in England. 
The moderate parties were returned in larger numbers than 
before and the conservative parties increased considerably. On 
the other hand the radical parties suffered great losses and the 
Socialists sank from a membership in the Chamber of over a 
Imndred to one of 68, and several of their most conspicuous 
leaders had failed to be returned. 

The nation thus emj)hatically repudiated Socialism, for out 
of 610 members in the new chamber over 500 belonged to the 
Bloc, Nevertheless, this does not tell the whole story, for, 
while fewer Socialists were elected to the Chamber the total 
popular vote for Socialist candidates was not far from 2,000,000, 
practically the same as in the elections of 1914. 

After the elections to the Chamber in November came those 
to the Senate in January, 1920. They did not greatly alter 
the party coinplexion of that body. Among the new’ seiiators 
chosen was Raymond Poincare, the President of the Republic, 
whose term of ofti^*e was to expire on February 18. 

Normally the election of the president of the French Republic 
takes })lace one month before the expiration of the presidential 
term. The newly chosen Parliament, therefore, proceeded on 
January I'i^, 1920, to the election of the man who should succeed 
Poincare. To the surprise of the world, though not at all to 
the surprise of Frenchmen, that man did not prove to be 
Clemenceau, the '' Father of Victory,” whose popularity through- 
out the countrw w as immense. In the party caucus held before 
the formal •election by the National Assembly, Clemenceau 
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received fewer votes than did Paul Deschanel (b. 1856), at 
that time president of the Chamber of Deputies. Clemenceau 
immediately withdrew his candidacy and Deschanel was chosen 
President of the Republic by 734 votes out of 888 cast. The 
reasons why the highest honor within the gift ot France was 
not bestowed upon the man wlio had done so much to save 
France from a German victory were various. The election was 
not by the people directly, who probably would have voted for 
Clemenceau, but by the Parliament, sitting as a National 
Assembly, and Parliament was filled with tlie enemies whom 
Clemenceau had made during a long political career, men whom 
he had opposed or driven from office or lashed with his par- 
ticularly bitter tongue. The o])portunity for the settlement of 
old scores was too good to miss. Again, all the Socialists, 
defeatists, all those Bolshevistically inclined, men whom Clcmen- 
ccau had ruthlessly and successfully hounded and pounded 
during the war were naturally against him. Then there were 
many who, fully recognizing that lie had been the right man 
in the right place as the great war minister, did not believe 
that he possessed the qualities needed in the presidency, the tact, 
the temperament, the social amenities which the occupant of that 
largely ceremonial office ought to possess. And there w'ere 
many wdio thought it highly unwise to choose as president in a 
time so grave a man who w^as seventy-nine years of age. 

Clemenceau now retired to private life, subsequently making 
long trips to p]gypt, and to Japan, and proving that, if he was 
too old for the presidency, he was still young enough to hunt 
big game in the jungles of India. 

Paul Deschanel, the ninth President of France, was admirably 
qualified for the office. Coming of an old nqmblican family — 
his father, Phnile Deschanel, a distinguished jirofessor of litera- 
ture at the College de Ph’ance, liad bitterly opposed Napoleon III 
and had been exiled by the latter — lie had been introduced into 
politics by Gambetta, and had long been member of the 
Chamber of Deputies and several times its president. Occupying 
that position during the World War he had jilayed a great part 
as the national orator. There were, indeed,” says a recent 
writer, “ few occasions of sorrow^ or thanksgiving which his 
eloquence did not either lighten or intensify. He delivered 
orations more frequently than he made speeches. Whether it 
was to hold German infamy up to execration, to sing the splen- 
dors of the dead of P'rance, to pay a glowing tribute to an 
ally’s achievements, or tt) console the widow and' the orphan 
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and spur on the living fighter, he always had at his command 
the delicate, if somewhat artificial, style of speech of the great 
Latins, which combined both the structure of the artist and the 
feeling of a man.” 

The new president was installed in office on February 18, 
1920. His administration opened brilliantly, but it was destined 
to end shortly and tragically. In May, while travelling by night 
on an official journey, he fell from the window of his state-room 
while the train was proceeding at good speed. Several hours 
elapsed before anyone on the train noticed the accident. Mean- 
while the President, who, strangely enough, had not been seriously 
injured by his fall, was able to walk to tlie nearest signalman’s 
box. But tlie shock, coupled probably with the fact that he 
had long been working at too high a pitch, brought about a 
nervous breakdown of so serious a nature as to compel him to 
resign the presidency (Sept. 16, 1920). Though he later 
appeared to be recovering and was even elected to the Senate 
earlv in 1921, Ids work was over, for the following year he died 
(ApVil 28, 1922). 

He was succeeded in the ])residency by Alexandre Millerand 
(b. 1859), at the time of his election Prime Minister. Millerand 
was one of the leaders of the French Bar, had served in several 
cabinets, and liad been called to head the War Department 
immediately after the beginning of hostilities in 1914, at a time 
when the deficiencies of tlie military machine as revealed by the 
battle of the Marne had to be made good and that, too, speedily. 
In the discharge of this heavy task, he had shown energy and 
doggedness. After the war he had been sent as Commissioner- 
General to the newly recovered provinces of Alsace-Lorraine 
where he was confronted witli a tangle of delicate and difficult 
problems, in the solution of which he disjilayed great tact, 
intelligence and courage. Chitting official red tape with cheerful 
alacrity, not afraid to assume responsibility, going directly at 
the object, intent upon securing results, lie laid securely the 
bases of the new organization of the provinces, inaugurated 
carefully matured policies for the future, started a governmental 
tradition, and, incidentally, won great personal popularity 
among the Alsatians. C’alled to Paris to form a ministry upon 
the resignation of (hemcnceau, his prestige continued to increase, 
and when ]\I. Deschanel was compelled to give up his office, 
Millerand was chosen by 695 votes out of 892 to succeed him 

(September 28, •1920.). , . 

Since the# conclusion of the war *wo great and insistent 
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problems liave been of commanding, almost exclusive, importance 
in the political life of France, the one the problem of national 
reconstruction, the other that concerned with the practical 
application of the Treaty of Versailles, largely the problem of 
reparations. The two problems were most closoly connected 
and each presented a multitude of aspects. The one was 
primarily a domestic question, the other primarily a foreign 
question, but the interlocking of the two in this case went far 
toward justifying the dictum that in reality the only politics 
that count are foreign politics, so powerful, so pervasive, so 
determinative is the repercussion upon the internal life of a 
nation of its foreign relations. While this dictum does not 
contain the whole truth, since history cannot be compressed 
into a single formula, yet it is one which democracies have been 
particularly prone to neglect and which they have a particular 
reason to remember. Contemporary history ought to be suffi- 
cient to ])rovc even to tlie most provincially-minded that foreign 
events have a profound and often a painfully pal])able influence 
upon the individual life of every citizen in other countries. 

The history of the ay)plication of the Treaty of Versailles, 
and especially the relations between France and England, the 
two chief agents in its enforcement, is a complicated, difficult 
and unfinished chapter. It has taken the form of numei’ous 
international conferences, Boulogne, Spa, Hythe, San Remo, 
Cannes, Genoa, the Hague, most of which have had to wrestle 
with the problem of rej)arations, reparations being the con- 
tribution wliich Germany must make toward the reconstruction 
of the countries she saw fit, in her great adventure, to invade 
and injure. 

The injuries she had done to France were ap})alling. It would 
require many volumes to recount them. A summary statement 
cannot be made vivid enough or adequate enough to enable the 
reader even remotely to realize the sweeping extent of the destruc- 
tion or the formidable nature of the })roblem of restoration. 

There was, first, the loss in man-power, l,d(>4,00() killed, 
740,000 mutilated. Besides these, .‘3,000,000 men had been 
wounded, and this number represented a grave diminution in 
the labor resources of the country. Nearly 500, OQO had been 
taken prisoners and nearly all of these returned from Germany 
ill or weakened in health. The most serious aspect of the matter 
was that fifty-seven per cent of the soldiers between the ages 
of eighteen and thirty-two had been killed, that, is to say more 
than half of the young igeneration, a loss that would be felt 



EXTENT OF THE DESTRUCTION 


955 


lor many decades. “ In order to grasp the full significance of 
these figures,” says M. Tardieu, ‘‘ apply them to the popula- 
tion of the United States. Had American losses been on the 
French scale, it would have meant the raising by Americans of 
about twentv-six and a half million soldiers, of whom fouor 
millions would have died.” 

The decline in man-power went hand in hand with a decline 
in financial power,” says the same author, who estimates that 
the net cost of the war, deducting all that Germany had to 
reimburse, w^as 150 billions of francs, and this enormous burden 
was accompanied with an enormous decrease in the nation’s 
capital, owung to the destruction of the war. 

For more than four years and three months France had been 
the principal theater of war. Enormous destruction was a 
natural and inevitable result. But much was destroyed, not as 
an unavoidable consequence of tlie clash of hostile forces moving 
back and forth over the country, but w antonly, intentionally ; 
not because of military necessity, not because serving legitimate 
military purposes, but because of a deliberate purpose on the 
part of the invaders to weaken France so thoroughly that, long 
after the peace, she would not be able to compete in the markets 
of the world. Over lOOO towns or villages were either occupied 
by the Germans or necessarily evacuated by the French, and in 
these nearly 300, 000 dwellings had been utterly destroyed and 
over 400,000 badly injured. Over 6,000 public buildings, 
churches, town halls, schools, had been destroyed and more than 
10,000 sei’iously damaged, and many of these were among the 
architectural or historical glories of France. “ With the 
destruction of towns, dwellings, and ]}ublic buildings wont also 
the destruction of shops, mills, factories, mines, and industrial 
establishments of every kind. The number of industrial estab- 
lishments partially or totally destroyed was about tw'cnty 
thousand. . . . The destruction of buildings was only a part, 

and often only the smaller part, of the industrial loss, the 
remainder iiicludii/g machinery, tools, eijuipment, and appliances 
of every kind, most of which were either entirely destroj^ed or 
else rendered useless by the destruction of essential parts. With 
the loss of machinery went also, in most cases, heavy losses of 
raw materials, stocks, and finished products.” ^ 

1 These facts, as well as those w^hich follow, are taken from William 
MacDonald's Reconstruction in France (1922), an admirably comprehensive, 
thorough, and precise description, w'hich everyone should read, of the re- 
markable courage, %ictivity, and achievements of the French in the work of 
rebuilding theii* country since the close of thc*w'ar. 
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Railways were either wrecked as the enemy withdrew or had 
been so worn down by the enormous amount of traffic they had 
had to sustain as to be almost worthless. Over 2400 kilometers 
of railway on the main lines and about as many on the small local 
lines in the devastated area needed restoration, pa/rtial or com- 
plete, as did over 2000 stations, tunnels, and bridges. Over 
50,000 kilometers of highway, with bridges and culverts, needed 
reconstruction, as did a thousand kilometers of canals. 

To this destruction or serious impairment of houses, public 
buildings, factories, mines, and transport equipment is added 
unprecedented injury to the soil itself. An enormous mass of 
defensive works and military equipment cumbered the surface 
of the devastated zone from one end to the other.” Barbed wire, 
trenches, gun emplacements, huts, shell holes, w^re everywhere 
and unexploded shells and bombs that might explode if hit by 
plow or spade rendered cultivation dangerous if not impossible. 
There w’ere considerable regions where the surface soil had been 
blown aw’ay. Poisonous gases intended to kill men also killed 
vegetation, and the soil was impregnated w'ith chemicals the 
nature or duration of whose effects upon the various soil 
products was unknowm.” ^lany forests had been ruined or 
damaged. The war had completely destroyed nearly 30,000 
wells and over 90,000 otlier w'ells needed repair. ‘‘ Nowhere 
in the region could water safely be used for drinking or culinary 
purposes until w’ells had been rlisinfected and the water analyzed.” 
Over 1,350,000 oxen, cow^s, sheep, goats, horses, and mules had, 
it is estimated, been carried away by the Germans down to 
November 11, 1918.^ 

The picture is far from complete but it may suffice to suggest 
the vastness of the destruction accomjdished, the stupendous 
character of the problem of reconstruction. The French 
buckled down to the huge and heavy task with their accustomed 
pluck and resolution. What they achieved in the various lines 
during the three years after the armistice cannot be told here. 
The reader should go for exact and comprehensive information 
to the sober and impressive account given, and buttressed at 
every point by definite statistical data, by Dr. MacDonald who 
summarizes his investigation in these words ; “ Nev^r in history 
have a people and their government accomplished so great a 
task in so short a time.” 

The railways and water-ways have practically been restored. 
Substantial, though not as extensive, progress has been made 
1 MacDonald, JhuL Chapter II. 
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with the liighways. The record in industrial reconstruction has 
varied according to the industry and the region but has in any 
case been creditable. Thousands of industries have been re- 
established and in re-establishing them, as in rebuilding the 
railroads, the French have not been satisfied with merely the 
replacement of wliat had been destroyed. They have sought 
to plan for the future. French industry will be more scientifi- 
cally and more effectively organized than it has been in the past. 
Less progress has been made in the restoration of the mines. 
Competent authorities estimate that the coal-mining industry 
achieved about one-fourth its former productivity by the end 
of May, 1921, and that the output was increasing. The revival 
of agriculture, involving the replenishment of live stock, the 
providing of imjilements and seeds, and the erection of farm 
buildings, after the preliminary work of clearing the land, has 
been less marked than the revival of industry, but has, never- 
theless, gone far. Very little has been done toward restoring 
the forests and still less the public buildings, churches, and 
monuments. 

The problem of reconstruction in last analysis is a problem 
of finance. Germany’s obligation to repair a part of the damage 
she had done was explicitly stated in the Treaty of Versailles. 
I'he French, therefore, expected that the cost of putting their 
industries and agriculture back upon their feet w'ould be borne 
by the German reparations. But until these should be actually 
paid, the French must themselves find the money, or else post- 
])one the reconstruction of their country, a thing that was 
unthinkable. Since the armistice France has spent, it is said, 
about ninety billion francs for reconstruction. That amount 
has been borrowed from the ])eople, by state or municipal loans, 
or by loans contracted by railroads, manufacturers, and mine 
owners. The effort has been tremendous. Tlie limit has 
probably been reached. ^Meanwhile, as Lloyd George stated 
in 1922 in the House of Commons, not one penny of German 
money has gone to the restoration of the country which she 
ravaged and ruined on an absolutely unparalleled scale. Ger- 
many has made good a part of the live-stock which she had 
seized andthas made considerable deliveries of coal and limited 
payments of money, which have gone to the support of the armies 
of occupation, but beyond that she has not gone. What the 
Germans do not pay the French themselves must pay. Whatever 
part of the burden is removed from the shoulders of the aggressor 
must be placed upon those of the victim. The advances that 
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France has made have been supposed to be to the account of 
Germany, to be repaid in the course of time. Whether they ever 
will be, remains to be seen. If not, the revival of France will be 
extremely slow and even doubtful. 

The problem of German reparations has given rise to constant 
discussion and difficult negotiation between the former Allies 
themselves and between them and Germany, occasioning a long 
series of conferences whose decisions have not thus far proved 
final, the question still continuing to dominate the international 
situation. According to the Treaty of Versailles the Repara- 
tion Commission was to determine the total debt of Germany by 
May 1, 1921. This it did on that date, fixing the amount at 
132 billions of gold marks, there being added to that sum the 
amounts loaned to Belgium by the Allies during the war. The 
payments were to be made in forty-two annual installments. 
The French share of the mono}- to be paid by Germany was fixed 
at 52 per cent. Tliis would constitute only a part of the charges 
France must incur for tlie reconstruction of the devastated re- 
gions. Should she in the end not recover even this, she would be 
compelled in all probability either to stop the w'ork of further re- 
construction or, in order to continue it, to resort to financial 
methods that w^ould mean a return to inflation, arrested during 
the past two years, to a corresponding depreciation of the cur- 
rency, to an increase in the cost of living, and to acute labor 
troubles which w^ould draw' in their train various and ominous so- 
cial disorders. Unless relieved by German indemnities or by some 
sort of international co-operation, such as the mucli-discussed in- 
ternational loan, France might be forced into bankruptcy. Such 
is the exact situation of France,” said a careful Frencli publi- 
cist in 1922,^ ‘‘ and it may be said witliout exaggeration that 
it is a very tragic one. The Frencli are, I think, the people in 
the w'orld who most hate a deficit and who have a liorror of 
bankruptcy. Rather than face that extremity they will be 
ready to enforce upon Germany the penalties which, according 
to the Treaty of Versailles, they are perfectly elititled to enforce. 
They will use the rights which they derived from the treaty 
which was signed not only by their allies, Phigland and America, 
but by the Germans themselves. The treaty gives France the 
right to seize German property in case the German Govern- 
ment docs not fulfil its obligations. That will be, of course, a 
bad solution of the question of reparations, not a single sane 

1 Raymond Recouly at the Institute of Politics in WiKiamstown, Massa- 
chusetts, August 10, 1922. t 
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Frenchman doubts it, but wc will certainly try that solution 
before letting ourselves go into bankruptcy/^ 

The problem of public finance, inextricably involved in that 
of reparations, which, in turn, is decisive for that of reconstruc- 
tion, will long remain central and pivotal in the future history 
of France. It will require for its solution exceptional wisdom 
and courage. At best the charges upon the people will be so 
heavy and so multifarious as to affect every class of citizens, 
every walk of life, restricting appreciably the powers of self- 
development of the individual by reducing the resources available 
for his needs and tastes. 

If it were not for this encompassing cloud of debt the outlook 
would be promising. The restoration to France of Alsace and 
Lorraine free of all financial obligations is an economic boon of 
the first order, to say nothing of its moral and political signifi- 
cance. It gives her the richest iron-ore beds of Europe, 
enabling her to become a great ])roducer of iron and steel. It 
was these deposits which furnished Germany three-fourths of 
the iron mined within the former Empire. Alsace has oil wells 
and potash deposits of great value. 

France has acquired full rights of ownership in the coal 
mines of the Saar. Should that basin return ultimately to 
Germany, the mines would not become German unless bought 
and paid for. France also gains from the altered status of 
Luxemburg. This neutralized duchy, for nearly eighty years 
a incinber of German Zollverein, was occupied at the beginning 
of the war by the Germans, who exploited its valuable iron 
mines to the full in munition-making. At the close of the war 
the Grand Duchess, a strong German sympathizer, was forced 
by her Francophile subjects to abdicate, and, by a popular vote 
held in September, 1919, this petty state of a thousand square 
miles and 2()0,()()0 peoj)le, too weak to stand alone economically, 
voted bv a large majority to join the French customs union. 
But France refused, in favor of Belgium, this economic union 
and by an agreement subse(|uently reached between Belgium and 
Luxemburg, and coming into force on April 1, 1922, the customs 
barrier between these two countries was abolished for fifty years 
and the us^ of Belgian money in the Grand Duchy provided for. 
The economic union of Belgium and Luxemburg was thereby 
accomplished. 

France lias gained an enlargement of her colonial empire out 
of the general Xquidation of the colonial possessions of Germany, 
about four-fifths of Cameroon and Togoland. and that part of 
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the Congo ceded to Germany in 1911. All German claims in 
Morocco are quashed and that source of friction is finally 
removed. France has also been given a mandate over Syria in 
the Piastern Mediterranean. Thus she is in a position to pro- 
ceed unhampered with the development of that va#t stretch of 
northwestern Africa which contains her most profitable colonies, 
Tunis, Algeria, and Morocco. The situation of these posses- 
sions, close to France, renders them enormously valuable, how 
valuable w’as clearly seen during the war. Colonial troops, 
colonial laborers, colonial produce were forthcoming in abun- 
dance and emphatically contributed to the final success of the Re- 
public. The present colonial empire of France, including the 
countries for which she has a mandate, covers a total area of 
over 10,000,000 square kilometers, an area twenty times larger 
than P'rance herself, with a population of 55,000,000. The gen- 
eral trade of her em})ire amounted in 1913 to three and a quarter 
billion francs, in 1918 to about five, and in 1919 to over seven 
billion. Its natural resources are extensive and varied. 

From an economic and political ])oint of view one of the most 
serious problems confronting contemporary P'rance is her low 
birth rate. Germany has a population of over GO, 000 ,000, P'rance 
one of less than 40,000,000. Germany before the war increased 
by nearly a million annually. P'rance remained stationary. 
In 1918, indeed, the number of deaths exceeded the number of 
births. If this disparity is to continue, it is only a question of 
time when France will be entirely outclassed by a neighbor which 
may desire to reopen, under such improved auspices, the age- 
long quarrel. To study this problem and to suggest practical 
measures for overcoming the grave menace contained in these 
figures a special national bureau was created in 1920. If 
economic expansion leads to an increase in ])opulation, as some 
economists think, then the greater present resources of P'ra^ice 
and the greater initiative of French business men, aroused by 
the experiences of war-time production, and likely to be still 
further augmented by the conscious study and imitation of 
German methods and organization, may lead to a higher birth 
rate and an increasing population. A recent writer has pointed 
out that it was the coal and iron districts of Gemnany that 
showed the greatest increase in population after 1871. PVance’s 
resources in iron are now vastly greater than they were in 1914, 
and somewhat greater in coal. 

The international influence of the Republic ii stronger and 
more commanding than it «has been in a long while. * The power 
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and prestige of her eastern neighbor no longer overshadow her. 
The most authoritative voices in the councils of Europe are 
those of France and England. France is the most active and 
powerful defender of the treaties upon which the new order of 
ilic world re#ts, and as such she is the natural ally of the states 
of central and eastern Europe who find their title deeds in those 
very treaties. One of the members of the Great Entente, her 
connections with the Little Entente are close and are likely to 
become still closer. French diplomacy has a wider field than 
ever for constructive achievement. German models and methods 
are destined to enjoy a lesser vogue, and a renewed radiation of 
French influence has begun. A close military alliance with 
Ik'lgium has been concluded and diplomatic relations with the 
Vatican have been renewed (May, 1921), after an interruption 
of seventeen years, an interruption occasioned by the famous 
separation of church and state in 1904-5. This renewal of 
relations has not produced any change in the laws adopted at the 
time of rupture. It simply means that France is to be repre- 
sented at the Papal Court, which is an active center of inter- 
national politics as of religion, and that the Pope is to have 
an official representative in France. Practical utilitarianism 
has in the main })rompted this settlement, the desire to have a 
possible aid in the solution of various (juestions in Alsace- 
Lorraine and Syria in which France is interested. 



CHAPTER XLVIII 


GREAT BRITAIN AND HER EMPIRE 

France and Great Britain had fought side by side, shoulder 
to shoulder, for four long years and more, and had been the 
two chief European architects of victory. This intimate and 
sustained union of two peoples who had been so often estranged 
in the past, was the dominant fact of the Great War, the tower 
of strength, the heart of oak of the Allied cause. It was a 
surprising experience for the two nations, rare though not 
absolutely unique. Their normal attitude toward each other 
had been one of hostility, tempered, during intervals of peace, 
by mutual distrust. Their interminable contentions during the 
Middle Ages had been carried over into tlie modern period with 
slight abatement. For a century and a quarter, from 1688 to 
1815, they had fought repeatedly against each other, in Europe, 
in Asia, in America, running up a score of sixty years of war. 
Approximately one year out of every two had witnessed this 
primitive expression of mutual animus. The nineteenth century 
saw them less belligerent, saw them even co-operating transiently, 
as in tlie Greek war of independence and the Crimean war. But 
their harmony was most fragile and precarious and their colonial 
aspirations led to many clashes and ke])t their dislike of each 
other constantly fresh and green. If there was a law of nature 
in the world of international relations, it seemed to be that 
England and France must be forever pitted the one agaiivst the 
other. Any lull in the age-long controversy seemed only a 
breathing spell designed to enable the wearied combatants to 
get their second wind. If history had anything to say in tliis 
matter, it was that France and England must always be disput- 
ing with each other. Any deviation from this rule must be 
regarded as an abnormality. 

But a fortunate and interesting feature of histoiV is that it 
has its turning-points, and one of the most decisive of these came 
when the German Empire, in the full flush of prosperity and 
power, challenged both these countries at one and the same 
moment. At that instant a new era opened for^ fhe world, of 
quite incalculable significince. Old passions and *})retcnsions 
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immediately subsided and in their place arose a sentiment of 
unity and comradeship that weathered the ordeal by fire and the 
ordeal by water and the ordeal by the sword. The Entente 
Cordiale or Cordial Understanding that had grown up in the 
years before the war, because the two nations had seen the same 
portent in the sky, became a formal alliance and a dynamic force 
upon a hundred battle-fields. Whether this fruitful spirit could 
withstand the shock of peace as it withstood the shock of war, 
no living man could tell. But sufficient unto the day was the 
good thereof. The student ought never to forget that but for 
the union of the French army and the British fleet Germany 
would have won the war. Not that it alone could have gained 
the victory but that it was sufficient to hold the enemy until 
such time as Britain and other countries could throw great 
armies into the field and organize fabulous expenditures for 
their support. 

But peace hath her difficulties no less than war. And England, 
which had spent her man-power and her wealth most lavishly 
during the murderous struggle, was soon to see that the times 
which tried men’s souls were not yet over, that the critical days 
were not ended when the armistice was signed in Marshal Foch’s 
dining car in tlie forest of Compiegne. For all about, within the 
Kingdom and within the Empire, clouds were gathering, and 
alarming situations were developing, which were likely to disturb 
the well-earned right to peace. 

For the moment, however, England, on the announcement of 
the signing of the armistice of November 11, gave herself up to 
rejoicing. Indescribable was the enthusiasm that found expres- 
sion on the streets, in public meetings, in Parliament, everywhere. 
Day after day the jubilee continued. Popular emotion, long 
severely rej)ressed, broke all bounds. The priceless services of 
England’s soldiers and sailors were gratefully and exuberantly 
recognized, and when, in accordance with the terms of the 
armistice, the German submarines surrendered off Harwich and the 
German High Fleet, with its battleships of every type, steamed 
into the Firth of Forth and surrendered to Admiral Beatty, the 
primacy of England’s soa-power was fittingly attested. Britan- 
nia still rifled the waves. A little later came the returning 
troops, and Field-Marshal Haig and Marshal Foch, and M. 
Clemenceau, and President Wilson on his way to Paris, their 
progress through the streets of London the signal for renewed 
and impressive Outbursts of enthusiasm, for ovations without end. 

In the midst of these exciting spectacles, of this exaltation of 
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the public mood, occurred the elections of the new parliament. 
The elections were long overdue. The existing House of 
Commons had been chosen in November, 1910 and should have 
ended in December, 1915, but, owing to the war, its life had been 
prolonged by successive acts until it had lasted Miearly eight 
years. Meanwhile an electoral Reform Bill had been passed in 
1918 enormously extending the suffrage, by giving the vote for 
the first time to women, some six millions of whom could meet the 
necessary qualifications, and to about two million men who, under 
the, old system, were without a vote. An electorate so enlarged 
and so different from the old must obviously be consulted at the 
earliest possible moment. Moreover, witli the Peace Conference 
impending, the Ministry must know whetlier it had the support 
of Parliament or not. The ^Ministry consisted of a coalition of 
Liberals and Conservatives under the leadership of Lloyd George. 
Did England wish to continue in times of peace the Coalition 
which had seemed to her so necessary in the time of war or did 
she now desire to resume her accustomed practice of entrusting 
the administration to a single party. One of the maxims of 
English politics is that England hates a coalition. 

In this case, at least, she did not express any such proverbial 
dislike. On the contrary the Coalition won 478 seats in the 
new House and thus had a majority of 249 over all non-Coalition 
parties. A significant feature of the elections (held on December 
14, 1918) was that the Labor i)arty obtained 6J3 seats, whereas 
the Independent Liberal party under the leadership of Mr. 
Asquith obtained only 28, The Labor party thereby became 
the veritable 0})position. Another significant feature was the 
result in Ireland. Only 25 X^nionists and 7 Nationalists were 
chosen, compared with 78 Sinn Feiners who, unlike the two 
former groups, demanded complete separation from Great 
Britain, and who, indeed, had already declared Ireland an 
independent republic, a claim wliich England, of course, had not 
recognized. None of the Sinn Feiners took th^jr seats in Parlia- 
ment. Their election had been intended as a demonstration of 
Irish opinion. 

The electoral campaign had been conducted in a war-atmos- 
phere. Popular cries of Hang the Kaiser” and* ‘‘Make the 
Germans pay ” had been so strong that Lloyd George had 
promised that the trial of William II, the punishment of war 
criminals, and full war costs from Germany should be included 
in the Coalition programme at tlie Peace Conftrence, to which 
he and tlie British delegation soon repaired. * 
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Meanwhile the rumblings of widespread social discontent were 
heard in the land and soon became louder and more insistent. 
This was the reverse side of the picture of national triumph and 
jubilation. During 1919 and 1920 and 1921 England was to 
pass througlP a period of economic tension and distress and of 
popular unrest similar to that which had, a century earlier, 
followed upon the dazzling success of Waterloo and the overthrow 
of an emperor more imposing than William II. 

Within a few days of the armistice troubles began. Working- 
men from various industries, particularly from the munition 
plants, appeared before the Prime Minister and demanded a 
living wage ; railway men demanded an eight-hour day, which 
was speedily granted; workers in the shipyards, dock workers 
and engineers demanded consideration of their grievances ; the 
employees of the I^ondon subway went on strike and stayed out 
until they secured an eight-hour day. Increased wages to meet 
the increased cost of living, and shorter hours were demanded 
in one industry" after another, l^nernjdoyment began inimedi- 
atcly upon the cessation of the war and increased rapidly as 
the army was demobilized and soldiers came home in large 
numbers, seeking their old positions or new ones. A tendency 
to work less rather than more, explicable by the tension of four 
years of war, was soon apparent. ^Moreover, revolutionary 
ideas were fermenting among certain sections of the working 
classes and the Russian revolution also was a disturbing influence. 
The coal miners insisted not only upon a increase in wages 

and a six-hour day but u})on national ownershij) of the mines. 
Some of their demands were granted but not nationalization of 
the mines, Lloyd George declaring that so grave a step toward 
socialism could only be taken with the consent of the nation as 
a whole, and not with that of a mere fraction of the nation. 
The Trade Unions favored using the weapon of the strike for 
purely political purposes, that is, direct action ” instead of 
constitutional methods, and decided at their Congress at Glasgow 
in September, 1919, that if the conscription acts were not 
repealed, and if the British troo]>s were not immediately 
withdrawn from Russia, they would hold another congress 

to decide* what action shall be taken.’’ Almost immediately 
thereafter and without warning, a great railroad strike was 
declared which speedilv reproduced some of the aspects of life 
during the war. The government restricted the use of light and 
fuel. Hyde PaVk was used as a milk depot for London. The 
government *ai>])ealed for volunteers ^o run trains and large 
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numbers responded. Army motor trucks were used on a great 
scale to bring food supplies to the capital. The strike ended 
after ten days, the strikers gaining certain concessions but not 
all that they desired. 

While this recurrent disturbance of the economic life of the 
country was going on all through the year of 1919 a considerable 
amount of social legislation was being enacted. Bills were 
passed aiming at the solution of a pressing housing problem, at 
the securing of land for the veterans of the war, at the securing 
for women of certain rights which seemed logically to flow from 
the grant to them of the suftVage. A bill was passed providing 
that no person should be disqualified by sex from the exercise 
of any public function, or from being appointed to any civil 
or judicial office or post, or from entering any profession or 
vocation.” Women were made eligible as jurors. In November, 
1919, Lady Astor, an American by birth, a daughter of Virginia, 
was elected to the House of Commons and was the first woman 
to take a seat in that body. The Lords, however, refused to 
consider that w^omen, peeresses in their own right, could sit or 
vote in the ITpper House. 

The budget of 1919 was particularly important in that it 
established at last the principle which had long been urged uj)on 
the government of im{)erial preference as a moans of binding 
more closely together the diflerent parts of the British Empire. 
The duties levied on such imports as coffee, tea, sugar, tobacco, 
and motor spirits were to be reduced by a sixth, those on clocks, 
watches, motor-cars, motor-cycles, and movie-films by a third if 
these imports came from other parts of the Empire and not 
from other nations. The act applied to all the British dominions 
outside Great Britain, to all British protectorates, and to 
British India and to the native Indian states, and might, by an 
easy process, be made to apply to any further ])rotectoratcs that 
might be brought under the British crown or to any territory 
for which Great Britain might procure a ^landate from the 
League of Nations. The ])urpose of this legislation was to 
increase trade within the Empire, to reduce British dependence 
upon foreign states and to further the develojiment of imperial 
resources. It was a form of protection, slightly dii.guiscd, and 
was expected to make the Empire more of an economic unit than 
it ever had been and consequently more of a political unit, to 
render it more self-sufficient, more secure. There w'as a certain 
opposition on the part of the Independent Liberals and some 
members of the Labor paVty, in the name of Free Trade, to tliis 
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system of preferential duties, but it was too weak to prevent its 
adoption. The economic, political, and social consequences of 
this departure from the policy hitherto followed will be watched 
with interest by other nations, as all will be affected by it. 

The labor unrest continued to trouble subsequent years, 
although becoming less acute. It was particularly pronounced 
in the coal-mining industry. The demand for nationalization 
was still pressed but the government refused to consider it. 
Questions of wages and prices were not settled in a way satis- 
factory to the miners who accordingly struck in 1920, securing 
a part of what they desired. Another coal strike occurred in 
1921, the most serious of all, lasting three months and settled 
only when the miners abandoned their demand for what amounted 
to an indirect form of nationalization. The damage to. other 
industries was great as they were dependent upon coal, but the 
damage to the trade unions was also considerable as their funds 
were depicted and as many of them ran into debt. The influence 
of the new Russian economic theories gradually diminished as 
more came to be known about the effects they were having upon 
the Russian working-classes themselves. 

But the ])roblem of unemployment continued all through these 
years and was not solved. The life-blood of England lay in her 
commerce and her commerce was hampered at every turn by the 
disturbed and difficult economic conditions prevailing everywhere, 
owing to the enormous impoverishment of the war, the high taxes, 
the new national frontiers with their strange new tariffs, the 
depreciating currencies, and the generally unstable structure of 
society. The abnormal disorganization of the markets and the 
trade currents of the world had a more immediate and more pro- 
found reaction upon England’s industries, since her commerce was 
world-commerce. Large numbers of her factories were compelled 
to shut down or to reduce the number of their employees. A 
grave social as well as financial question was thus presented and, 
as the economic re^vival of the world was slow and uncertain, it 
tended to ])ersist. In January, 1921, the number of unemployed 
was 1 ,();39,()0() ; in April, 1,61 5,000 (not including the miners then 
on strike) ; in June, 2,185,000, and in addition there were at the 
last date 1,14'4,000 persons who were working only part time. 
From April to November, 1920, the foreign trade of Great Britain 
had amounted to 2,0(5(5,000,000 pounds sterling; whereas from 
April to November, 1921, it amounted to only 1,019,000,000 
pounds. 

Naturally "the manufacturers and merchants of England, as 
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well as the laborers, clamored for relief and, as they generally 
asserted that their unhappy state was not caused by the war 
but by the treaties that closed it and by the unwise and mistaken 
policies of the governments subsequent to the war, they and their 
representatives in parliament and the press broughb an increasing 
pressure to bear upon the Prime Minister to change the course 
of his diplomacy. The shiftings and turnings of TJoyd George 
in the numerous international conferences that have been held 
since the middle of 1919 found their motive and their explanation 
in this domestic situation. A considerable and influential body 
of English opinion held the Treaty of Versailles responsible for 
this state of affairs and demanded a revision of the treaty. 
Though Englislimen, it was generally believed in other countries, 
had had more to do than any otlier people with making that 
treaty what it was, and though in it they had safeguarded their 
own interests with the greatest care, they were now the ones 
most inclined to upset that charter of new Europe, particularly 
its reparation clauses. As British trade and British finance 
are always very formidable forces in British diplomacy, this 
altered British attitude became a more or less decisive factor in 
international politics. As tlie reparations provided for in the 
Treaty of Versailles were designed to furnish the means for a 
partial restoration of the countries devastated by the invader, 
and particularly of France, any British deviations from the line 
deliberately set down in the treaty instantly affected other 
countries, and most notably England’s chief ally in the war, 
France. A dispute was thus opened, mainly between Phigland 
and FVance, the two chief sj)onsors of the treaty, which has com- 
plicated and embittered their relations and which seems as far 
from solution as ever. 

For England the basic problem of reconstruction is the recon- 
struction of commerce, for France the reconstruction of the 
devastated regions. The controversy, which has wide ramifica- 
tions, and unexpected and surprising asf)ects^ and in which all 
sorts of prejudices and aspirations, intrigues and jealousies, 
play their several and more or less hidden parts, bids fair long 
to absorb the attention, and perhaps baffle the ingenuity, of 
those who are responsible for tlie governance, not < only of the 
two chief parties to the dispute, but of all otlier nations as well, 
since all are concerned in the issue. The revision of so com- 
prehensive and vital a document as the Treaty of Versailles, or 
such an interpretation of it as may amount*, to an indirect 
revision, are things not to be undertaken except uf»der the most 
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imperative and obvious necessity, since the consequences of such 
action are quite incalculable, since the last end of the matter 
may be worse than the first. 

The post-war period was one of unrest not only throughout 
the British Jsles but also throughout the British Empire. 
Several remarkable changes in the constitutional framework of 
the Empire were the ultimate outcome. The political status of 
various of its members was rapidly and radically altered. In 
the eastern and the western hemisoheres, in the northern and the 
southern, wherever the subjects of the British Crown were to 
be found, there was a sense that the war was a turning-point in 
imperial history, that the time was ripe for a new departure, 
for innovations long desired and now possible. Local dissatis- 
faction with the existing sj^stem, ranging all the way from a 
desire for a greater participation in the councils of the Empire 
to a demand for complete and utter independence, showed itself 
everywhere. Four great empires, Germany, Austria, Turkey, 
and Russia, had broken down and disintegrated under the impact 
of the tremendous events of the day. What was to be the effect 
of that impact u})on the fifth? Was it also to be disintegration 
or might it be transformation? The principle of self-determina- 
tion, a new^-fangled name for the old princijde of nationality to 
which the Allies had given such vociferous allegiance during the 
war, and w'hich had served their cause so conspicuously, was still 
reverberating round the world and the rulers of Britain were now 
to have their turn in noting its eflccts, its pulverizing tendencies. 
AVhat is sauce for the goose is also sauce for the gander. Was 
the gander to show’ greater suppleness than the geese liad shown, 
in dealing with this pervasive and infectious force, to display 
superior powers of judgment and precision, or was there to be 
only another exhibition of melancholy incompetence in high 
places in a time of crisis. The answer to this query is to be 
found in the very recent history of Ireland and India, of Egypt 
and South Africa. 

England, having ])aid a fearful price for her salvation, 
800,000 men killed and more than £6,000,000,000 of additional 
debt, had also drawn some very palpable profits from her costly 
participation! in the war. Her colonial possessions were greatly 
augmented either directly, or in a roundabout way through the 
new mechanism of mandates. Forty-two per cent, of the popula- 
tion of the German colonies in Africa w'ere assigned to her under 
the Treaty of •Versailles while thirty-three per cent, went to 
France and iwenty-five to Belgium. CJerman Southwest Africa, 
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German East Africa, now called Tanganyika Colony, a part of 
Togoland, a part of Cameroon, now came under the British 
flag, as did also Kaiser Wilhelm’s Land and the Bismarck 
Archipelago and other scattered islands. Great Britain also 
received mandates for the rich valley of Mesopotjtrnia and for 
Palestine. Egypt, which had lived under the fiction of Turkish 
suzerainty, had been formally declared a British protectorate at 
the beginning of the war. The Empire had thus expanded by 
the addition of perhaps a million square miles of territory, if 
we call the territories held under mandate British territory. 
Spheres of British influence they surely are and sources of much 
future wealth for Britain, — coal mines, oil wells, tropical 
products of many sorts, phosphate deposits, cereals and cattle, 
pearl fisheries and raw materials of divers kinds for her 
industries. With all these assets and effects went other benefits, 
such as new ports, new coaling and cable stations, new o]:)por- 
tunities for British shipping and for the investment of British 
capital. The catalogue of gains is a long and impressive one. 
And then there is the heightened prestige and the increased sense 
of security, with one serious rival, Germany, removed from the 
colonial field, and another, Russia, in a quite dilipidated condition. 

But along with this striking expansion of the Empire went 
certain pronounced disruptive tendencies, also stimulated by the 
war, which, if not checked and countered, might undermine the 
colossal structure and turn the h 3 q)ocritical favors of fortune 
into a by-word and a hissing. Let us examine a little more closely 
this darker side of things. 


EGYPT 

The declaration by Great Britain in February 1922 that 
Egypt is “ a sovereign independent state ” and the proclamation 
the following month (March 1(5) of the Sultan Ahmed Fuad 
Pasha as King of Egypt were important events and had behind 
them an interesting history. For forty years the English had 
practically been in control of the country, a control which had 
greatly benefited the masses of the Egyptian people, who had 
been raised from virtual slavery to a position of considerable 
prosperity. Lord Cromer’s administration (1883—1907) had 
been one of great and distinguished accomplishment. Many 
drastic and far-reaching reforms had been carried through. 
The courbash (whip) and the corvee (forced labor) had been 
abolished, corruption in official position had been reduced, taxes 
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had been equalized, and water, the one essential in that country, 
had been distributed fairly to the poor as well as to the rich. 
Before the English came to Egypt the fellahin, or peasants, had 
been the victims of a cruel and sordid oppression. Now they 
had a chanco in life, and they prospered as they never had in 
their history. Tlie English were popular with the fellahin. 

But they were not popular with the former native governing 
classes or with the educated. Among these, nationalistic feeling 
w^as strong and was growing. Tliese men, or their predecessors, 
had been nationalists in 1881 when the English first intervened 
in Plgyptian affairs, and the independence movement of 1882, 
suppressed by the British army, had been fought under the banner 
of “ Egypt for the Egyptians.” Moreover, the English had at 
that time and repeatedly thereafter declared that their “ occupa- 
tion ” w^as only provisional and that they w ould withdraw when 
the necessary work w^as done. As they had stayed on and on 
and had shown no signs of going, the nationalist sentiment of 
the educated and prosperous P^gyptians had been kept alive, and 
had increased. But this feeling after all was not general, was 
limited to certain minorities of the people, and did not touch the 
masses of the peasantry. 

The World War, its effects and after-effects, rapidly changed 
the situation. Pigypt had hitherto been nominally a part 
of the Turkish Empire. The English were only advisers ” 
to the native P^gyj)tian officials wdio in turn were theoretically 
subjects of the Sultan of Constantinople. On the outbreak of 
the war this coinjdex status of Egypt was simplified and made 
to conform to the realities of the situation. As the Egyptians 
were nominally subjects of the Sultan, and as the Sultan was 
the enemy of Phigland, the occupying ” pow er, there was an 
urgent need for a clarification of the situation. Therefore on 
December 18, 191 *i, a proclamation of the English P'oreign 
Secretary announced that in view’ of the state ot war arising 
out of the action qf Turkey P^gypt is ])laced under the protection 
of His Majesty and wdll henceforth constitute a British Pro- 
tectorate.” A second ])roclamation issued the following day 
deposed the Khedive, Abbas Hilmi, who was then in Constanti- 
nople and wfis adhering to Phigland’s enemies. His uncle, Hussein 
Kamil, w^as recognized as the future ruler and given the title 
of Sultan. 

This action of Great Britain in deposing the Sultan and in 
declaring V.gy\A a British protectorate, without any consulta- 
tion or explftination, was resented by Hhc nationalists who saw 
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that the repeated promises of evacuation were now definitely 
withdrawn, that the English were in Egypt to stay. A religious 
element also entered into the situation. The Mohammedans of 
Egypt were not indifferent to the dangers to the caliphate of 
the war of the Allies against Turkey. The nationalist feeling 
grew. Still Egypt remained on the whole quiet during the 
entire war. There were a few' plots against British autliority 
but they were always discovered in time and suppressed, 
England had no notion of allowing her connections with Aus- 
tralia, New' Zealand, and India, so essential to the successful 
prosecution of the w'ar, to be cut by a few conspirators. She, 
therefore, imprisoned or deported them. The mass of the 
people took no part in these plots. Turkey and Germany made 
tw'o attempts to get control of the Suez Canal and to invade 
Egypt. Both w'ere unsuccessful. In April and in July, 1915, 
attempts were made on the life of the Sultan. 

It was not until the w'ar was over that serious trouble began. 
There were several contributory causes. The principles ex- 
pressed by President Wilson and accepted by the Allies had a 
far-reaching eftect upon the opinions of the educated people of 
Egypt. The British had repeatedly disclaimed any intention 
of remaining permanently in Egy{)t and now' came the doctrine 
of self-determination, su])])orted a])])arently by the victorious 
powers. In November 1918 an Anglo-French declaration an- 
nounced that the policy of the Allies in the East would aim at 
the complete enfranchisement of the peo})les so long oppressed 
by Turkish rule and the ‘‘ institution of national governments 
and administrations deriving their authority from the' initiative 
and free choice of the local populations.” The Egyptians 
naturally felt that their right to manage their own affairs was 
as good as tliat apparently assured the peo})le of Syria and 
Mesopotamia. IMoreover tl)ey considered themselves as much 
entitled to representation at the Conference of Paris as the 
Kingdom of Hedjaz, recently carved out of part of Arabia 
and certainly not superior in deveIo})mc‘nt or intelligence to 
their own country. 

Under these conditions the Egyptian nationalistic movement 
grew more and more pronounced. It ended by demanding com- 
j)lete independence, control of the Soudan, neutralization of the 
Suez Canal. But the British government was determined not 
to relinquish its control. Its protectorate was recognized by 
the Allies at Paris, including the United State.4. Moreover it 
was later recognized by th& Treaty of Sevres, betweeiV Turkey and 
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the Allied powers (1920), a treaty which, supposedly, would soon 
be ratified. 

The leader of the Egyptian nationalists, Zaghlul Pasha, 
was, with three of his principal followers, arrested early in 
March, 1919? and deported to the island of Malta. The effects 
of this assertion of authority were quite the contrary of what 
liad been expected. Anti-British demonstrations occurred in 
various places. Railroads were torn up at certain points, there 
was much looting, British soldieis and civilians were attacked, 
foreign quarters were besieged, Cairo cut off from the rest of 
the country. The ‘‘ revolution ” was quite serious and it was 
noticed that a change had come over the fellahin. Hitherto 
contented under Englisli rule and a])preciative of its undoubted 
benefits to them, tlie fellahin had become estranged by certain 
severe measures taken by the British government owing to the 
exigencies of the war. I.aborers had been needed to build roads 
and dig trenches for tlie armies in Gallipoli, Sinai, Mesopotamia 
and Palestine and had been recruited from the Egyptian villages. 
Some had been sent to France. At first everything had gone satis- 
factorily as the service was voluntary and well paid. But as 
the demands of the war increased volunteering did not furnish 
sufficient numbers, and officials, most of them natives and not 
English, had resorted more and more to })ressure to secure the 
necessary (juotas. Thus an abuse grew up, often amounting to 
forced labor. As laborers were an absolute necessity, the British 
were cither unable or disinclined to interfere with the arbitrary 
procedure of the i)etty officials. The securing of the necessary 
food supplies for men and animals was also in the hands of native 
officials and also created a lively sense of grievance among the 
fellahin who came to regard their former benefactors as 
o})pressors. ^Vas this what the British protectorate was to mean.^ 

The rebellion of March 1919, which was quite general through- 
out Egypt, arose out of these conditions. While quickly sup- 
pressecl it showed the English government that the situation 
was far more serious than it had sus})ected. The Government 
conse(}ucntly decided to send out a mission under the chairman- 
shi]) of I.ord Milner ‘‘ to imiuirc into the causes of the recent 
disorders, ahd to report on the existing situation in the country 
and the form of the constitution which, under the protectorate, 
will be best calculated to ])romote its peace and prosperity, the 
progressive development of self-governing institutions, and the 
protection of f(?reign interests.” Unfortunately the mission de- 
layed eight months before going to Egypt and when it arrived 
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it found itself boycotted by the nationalists. However it made 
an able and liberal report, recommending a large measure of self- 
government for the Egyptians. But popular violence continued, 
interspersed with acts of repression. Finally Lord Allenby, 
High Commissioner in Egypt, gave it as his opinion that Great 
Britain must either grant Egypt her independence, or prepare 
to annex her by force to the Empire. The result was the dec- 
laration already referred to that “ Egypt is an inde})endent, 
sovereign state” and the proclamation on March 16, 1922, of 
the Sultan Ahmed Fuad as King of Egypt. 

But these declarations defined only partially the new status 
of Egypt. What arrangements should be made concerning the 
Suez canal, concerning England’s communications with India 
and the East, concerning the defense of Egypt against possible 
foreign aggression, concerning the protection of foreigners and 
foreign interests in Egypt? None of these was settled at the 
time. In all these matters,” says the official communication, 

the status quo is maintained, but we declare our willingness to 
negotiate specific agreements upon them with the Egyptian 
Government at some later date, when tliey desire it and cir- 
cumstances promise success. In the meantime Egyptians will 
be free to develop national institutions in accordance with their 
aspirations.” 

These questions, and also the problem of the relations of the 
vast province of the Soudan to Egypt, might give rise to much 
future trouble. But at any rate Great Britain had turned a 
sharp corner in her Egyptian ])olicy and had under the compul- 
sion of circumstances, tardily foreseen, taken steps which 
could not easily be retraced. Meanwhile Egypt, a country of 
13,000,000 people, fell to discussing what the future constitu- 
tion should be. But this much has been accomplished. The 
protectorate has been abolished and Egypt no longer forms a 
part of the British Empire. But her inde])endence may, after all, 
prove only a semi-inde})endence. Whetlier she is capable of de- 
veloping real self-government, wise, and intelligent, and fair 
toward the various elements of tlie population, or whetlier she 
will fall into the hands of a selfish and exjiloiting ivinority ad- 
dicted to oriental methods of oppression and corruption, remains 
to be seen. 

Meanwhile Lord Allenby declared in April, 1922, that the 
relations between the British Em[)ire and the^j Soudan would 
remain as hitherto. 
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INDIA 

India, too, like Egypt, has her nationalist movement, although 
it has not yet gone so far. This movement, of comparatively 
recent originf has developed rapidly in our highly nationalistic 
age and is now taxing, and will, no doubt, long continue to tax, 
the wisdom and ingenuity of the British government. The situa- 
tion is an anxious one and may well become still more difficult in 
the future. “ The most serious and testing time probably has 
not 3 ^et arrived,” said Mr. Lloyd George recently in the House 
of Commons, adding that under no circumstances will Britain 
relinquish her responsibilities in India. To what is this Indian 
ferment due? 

India is really a continent by itself, with its population of 
about 325, 000, 000, with its forty or fifty different races, its 
hundred and fifty languages mutually exclusive and repellent. 
In area India is half as large as Europe. Of the population 
247,000,000 are directly under British rule, and constitute what is 
known as British India. The rest are under native Indian princes 
whose states have b(‘en preserved, but wlio are practically under 
British rule. There are many religions in India, the two most 
important being the Hindu, counting over 200,000,000 followers, 
and the INIohammedan counting about a third as many. If the 
word India conveys to the mind of the reader tlie idea of essential 
unity, as does that of England or France, it is a misnomer. 
There is no such thing as an Indian nation, an Indian patriotism, 
an Indian public opinion. The population is divided historically, 
racially, linguistically, religiously, into very numerous sections; 
and deejily, not su])erficially, divided. These seething millions of 
men have never known liberty or self-government either before the 
arrival of the English among them or since they have been under 
English rule, and only a minute fraction of the people of India 
have any education. Vet millions of them are at the present mo- 
ment clamoring fof the same things for which western peoples have 
clamored in the ])ast and which they have more or less achieved, 
millions are res])onding to the same emotions or fighting under 
the same shibboleths, — independence, nationalism, self-govern- 
ment, democracy, — as have exercised so powerful a spell over 
the Occidental mind. Whether we have here a nation in the 
painful process of creation or a system in process of dissolution, 
who shall say?^ Certain it is that a vast, and more or less 
obscure, fcri^ientation is going on ainpng these hitherto dumb 
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and driven masses of mankind, who constitute one-fifth of the 
human race. 

India is Britain’s leading colonial possession and is, in a very 
real sense, the corner stone of the Empire, the broad base, and 
much of the superstructure, of that colossal fabric. From an 
economic and political point of view it has been and is a most 
valuable prize. It has furnished a great market for British 
manufacturers, a rich field for British investors. Moreover, it 
has been most serviceable, contributing to the expansion of the 
Empire and, in the late war, helping to preserve it. 

Before the World War the nationalist movement in India 
was not particularly serious, although tlie accession of the Lib- 
erals tp power in England in 1905 and the appointment of I.ord 
Morley, a veteran champion of Liberalism, to the Secretaryship 
for India, aroused hopes among Indian politicians for a larger 
measure of self-government. Some reforms were made at that 
time, but they were after all quite conservative and were far 
from satisfying the demand. The Great War bore striking wit-- 
ness, however, to the general loyalty of the people of India to 
the English connection as contributing, wluitever its disadvan- 
tages or defects, to their well-being. The native princes offered 
troops and money on a liberal scale and many of them themselves 
served in Europe, and British India showed its devotion by rais- 
ing recruits to be used as England might demand, and by sharing 
in the military expenditures. During the war India sent over- 
seas 800,000 combatants and 400,000 non-combatants, besides 
great quantities of food supjdies, although this meant much 
privation among the poorer classes. Indian troops and workers 
took part in the campaigns of Mesopotamia, Gallipoli, Ger- 
man East Africa, Egypt, and France. The situation in India 
was on the whole so satisfactory that the government was able 
to reduce the number of British troo})s stationed in India far 
below the normal standard. At one time, in fact, the original 
British garrison numbered only about 15,()()0 men. 

With the prolongation of the war, however, the situation be- 
came less satisfactory. Rising prices and unusual regulations 
concerning trade and travel aroused some discontent.^ The large 
Mohammedan population became disaffected and more or less 
turbulent when it saw that the war was a serious menace to 
Turkey, the home of the leading Mohammedan state and the 
religious center of the Mohammedan world. Thep, too, national- 
ist aspirations became m<^re vocal and more earnes}^ in India as 
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elsewhere under tlie influence of a war which was declared by 
the Allied leaders to be a war of liberation. Many Indians came 
to feel that the services they had so generously rendered merited 
not only the recognition which they received from the English 
authorities b^t a larger participation in the government of their 
country in the future. India’s representatives sat in the Im- 
perial War Conference side by side with the representatives of 
the Dominions, and yet India was not self-governing as were 
the others. Ought not the outcome of the war to be the frank 
recognition of ecjuality among the component parts of the Em- 
pire.? Ought not India to have the status of a dominion? 

On August 20, 1917 Mr. Montague, Secretary of State for 
India, announced in the House of Commons that the Govern- 
ment’s j)olicy with regard to India was that of increasing the 
association of Indians in every branch of the administration 
and the gradual development of self-governing institutions with 
a view to the })rogressive realization of responsible government 
in India as an integral ])art of the British Empire.” He added 
that ‘‘ progress in this j)olicy can only be achieved by successive 
stages ” and that it was for the British authorities to be ‘‘ the 
judges of the time and measure of each advance,” a remark 
that naturally was not ])leasing to extremists. 

After the close of the war a beginning was made in harmony 
with tliis declaration of policy. A bill was passed in 1919 
which established a measure of native participation, not in the 
government of India as a whole, but in that of eight of the 
larger provinces. In them the experiment was to be tried first. 
Based upon the assumption that India was not yet fit for re- 
sponsible government in all its cojnpleteness, the new law pro- 
vided a fairly large entering wedge. Each province has its 
governor apj)ointed by the Viceroy. Each has an executive 
council and a legislative council, the former appointed by the 
executive, the latter having some ap])ointed members but con- 
sisting in its lar^^ majority of members elected by the voters. 
The governor and the executive council are henceforth to have 
power over questions tliat are ‘‘ reserved.” But there are ques- 
tions that are “ transferred,” that is, committed to the elected 
legislative council. Such questions are to be handled by that 
council, operating through ‘‘ ministers,” chosen from the elected 
members of that body. The distinctive feature of this new 
constitutional ij^vstem is this so-called ‘‘ dyarchy,” or dual 
government, ;in the eight chief provinces. Law and order, the 
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administration of justice, the police, are among the subjects 
reserved. Among those transferred are local government, 
agriculture, education, public health, industrial development, 
public works. It is within this latter range of topics that the 
people will receive their training in the use of parliamentary 
methods. The ministers will normally resign if they should 
lose the support of the majority of the legislative council, as 
in other countries. For the provincial legislative councils the 
vote has been given to about five million people. The franchise 
is based on property qualifications which vary from province to 
province. It represents an enormous enlargement over the 
previous system wliich counted only about thirty thousand voters. 

This dual form of government exists in eight provinces. It 
does not exist in the central government. But even there a 
change has been made, designed to give Indian opinion abundant 
opportunity to express itself, though not necessarily to control. 
Formerly the Indian legislature consisted of a single body of 
whom the majority were officials. Henceforth it is to consist 
of two houses, in one of which, the Legislative Assembly, there 
are to be 103 elected members out of a total of 144; in the 
other of which, the Council of State, there are 33 elected members 
and 27 nominated, and of these 27 not more than 20 may 
be officials. 

The Viceroy or the Provincial Governor may, if the case is 
urgent, pass over the heads of the legislative assemblies bills 
rejected by them. This ])ower to “ certify ” is one held in 
reserve to enable the Government of India to have its way in 
last resort if the crisis seems to justify such a peremptory pro- 
cedure. But until that point is reached the elected representa- 
tives have a certain influence and even power. The normal 
course wmuld be for the Viceroy or the Provincial Governor to 
use this right to certify,” very sparingly. Such lias thus far 
proved to be the case (1922). 

Thus a limited training in self-government is assured a 
fraction of the people of India. This is iri tended as a first 
step and other steps are expected to follow, if all works well. 
The Act of 1919 provides that the working of the new system 
shall be examined at the expiration of ten years, witli a view to 
seeing whether the principle of self-government shall be extended, 
modified, or restricted. This allows time for a considerable 
experience, and also for elementary education to become more 
general. 

Internationally India qow stands on a basis of equality with 
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the Dominions. At the Paris Conference, as later at that of 
Washington, she was represented by separate delegates as were 
such self-governing countries as Canada, Australia, South 
Africa, and New Zealand. India signed the Treaty of Ver- 
sailles and became a charter member of the League of Nations. 
Her status is that of equal partnership with those other parts 
of the Empire. Yet not equal, after all, for the Indian members 
of these conferences and of the League are not chosen by the 
people, even remotely or indirectly, as are the others. They 
are appointed by tlie British authorities who rule India. 

The Government of India Act of 1919, intended as a first 
installment of a liberal and progressive policy, was well received 
by moderate opinion. But the radical nationalists would have 
nothing to do with it. Rallying around Gandhi, widely revered 
as a wise and holy man, the latter demanded the complete with- 
drawal of tlie Phiglish from India. They organized a boycott 
of English goods, they kept aloof from the elections held in 
conformity with the new constitution, they developed a definite 
non-cooperation ” movement, tlie thought being that, if native 
officials would give up their offices, if native lawyers would 
refuse to appear in the courts, if native children should not 
attend tlie schools, the English over-lords would soon find them- 
selves isolated, with no contact with the people, functioning as 
it wx're in a vacuum. Passive resistance, civil disobedience, 
preached by Gandlii, were designed to the same end, the over- 
throw of English rule. While unsuccessful, they constituted 
alarm signals wdiich the authorities would do well anxiously to 
consider, even after the arrest and imprisonment of the leader 
for seditious utterance. Though the non-cooperation move- 
ment met with wide-spread apathy among the people and began 
to decline after its first successes, it would not be wdse to regard 
it as under all conditions destined to failure. Indicati\c of the 
unrest of the masses, it, or something like it, might easily 
reappear, if the ccyistitutional reforms recently introduced should 
prove unsatisfactory or illusory. Or the radical Nationalists 
who at first abstained from voting for the provincial legislatures 
may find that their best policy is to take part in the elections in 
order to gafn the power to bring about a constitutional deadlock. 
India’s troubles are not yet over. What she needs particularly 
is economy in administration, and reduction of military expendi- 
tures, so as to produce a balanced budget. The present con- 
stitution cannot function if taxation continues to increase in a 
period of ec&nomic depression and of fecurring deficits. 
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SOUTH AFRICA 

Into still another part of the British Empire tlie World War 
brought serious trouble, South Africa. Indeed it was in the very 
nature of things peculiarly calculated to subject that state to a 
strain to which none of the other self-governing dominions was 
subjected. It had been only twelve years before that Briton and 
Boer had fought each other in grim and desperate combat, and 
although a remarkable reconciliation had been brought about by 
the grant of self-government to South Africa, and although many 
of the former Boer leaders had worked side by side with the 
victors in building up the new Union, still the conflict had left 
deep and bitter memories behind it and not all the Boers were as 
wise and magnanimous as were Botha and Smuts. Many of them 
thought that this new war did not at all concern them and that 
South Africa ought to remain neutral. IMany actively sympa- 
thized with Germany. Some thought that the opportunity to 
pay off their score with the English and to recover the indepen- 
dence they had lost was too good to miss. The German Govern- 
ment unquestionably counted on Boer disaffection as a favorable 
element in the general world-situation. 

But there is reason to believe that the majority of the Boers 
were behind Botha, Smuts, and other leaders of their race who 
believed that South Africa ought to support the imperial cause 
to the utmost of its ability. On August 7, 1914, the British 
Government cabled to the Union Government suggesting that if 
“ they desired and felt able ” to do so the seizure of German 
Southwest Africa would be ‘‘ a great and urgent imperial service.’’ 
General Botha, the j)rirne minister, immediately proposed an 
expedition and was supported by a large majority of the As- 
sembly. Botha himself took charge of the cami)aign and German 
Southwest Africa was overrun. But this action of the Govern- 
ment was the signal for a rebellion on the part of a section of the 
Boer population, a rebellion in wliich several of the men who had 
distinguished themselves in the war against England took part, 
Delarey, de Wet, and Beyers. The moving cause of the rebellion 
was the desire of those who participated in it to regain the inde- 
pendence which they had lost twelve vears before. This unhappy 
internecine conflict lasted several weeks, ending in December, 1914. 
Perhaps 10,000 men took })art in the rebellion and the number 
of those wdio sympathized with them was large. The Government 
losses were U32 killed and 227 w^ounded. The casualties on the 
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other side are not known, but over 5,700 of the rebels were either 
captured or forced to surrender. The punishments inflicted were 
few and comparatively light. 

There was no further armed opposition to the policy of the 
Union government. But the same division of oj)inion expressed 
itself hencefortli in y)olitical life, in elections, and in parliament. 
General Botha, the prime minister, had a majority sufficient to 
enable him to carry out his policies. The South African Union 
played a considerable ])art in tlic World War. Botha, as we 
have just seen, raised a force composed half of Dutch and half 
of Britisli South Africans for the conquest of German South- 
west Africa which was completed by eJuly, 1915. An army, 
commanded for a while by General Smuts, was also sent into 
German East Africa, tlie conquest of which was a more difficult 
matter but which was finally effected. South Africa sent 30,000 
men to fight in Europe. All told slie raised over 146,000 white 
troops for service in tlie World AVar, and native laborers and 
colored combatants enoiigli to make the sum total over 230,000 
men. In tlie latter part of the Avar, General Smuts represented 
South Africa in tlie Imperial War Cabinet sitting in London, and 
when the war was over General Botha and himself represented 
their country in the Conference of Paris and were among the 
signers of the Treaty of Versailles. This was the last important 
service of Botlia, an able and trusted South African statesman, 
for he died soon after liis return from Paris, at midnight of 
August 27-28, 1919, at the age of fifty-seven. As friend or as 
foe he had always been simple, modest, disinterested, a man of 
honor, large-minded, and warm-hearted. 

His successor in the jiremiership Avas General Smuts, a native 
South African of Dutch descent born in Cape Town in 1870, 
educated in jiart in local institutions, in part at Christ’s College, 
Cambridge, Avhere he had a distinguished career as a student, 
taking a double first ” in the I^aAv Tripos in 1894, a forerunner 
of the distinction.^ he Avas destined to attain in the legal profes- 
sion, and as a soldier and a state.sman. 

Smuts Avas iioav called to a jiosition well calculated to test all 
his qualities of mind kiuI character, for he AA^as to face* one of 
the most pervasive and persistent forces of the modern world, 
the principle of nationalism. His attitude Avas sufficiently indi- 
cated by hi.s utterances in the South African parliament during 
the debates on the ratification of the Treaty of Versailles. He 
repeatedly poirfted out to his countrymen the position they had 
acquired as ti result of the Avar. SoulJli Africa now had a voice 
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in the direction of the foreign policy of the Empire, was one of 
the “ nations ’’ of the British Commonwealth of nations, and as 
such had an equal representation with the others in the League 
of Nations, She controlled her own destinies. Greater freedom, 
Smuts asserted, slie could not hope to possess, but, v/ith so advan- 
tageous a status within the loose and liberal framework of the 
British Eimpire, she ought not to try to sever completely tliat 
connection. 

General Smuts was, tlierefore, tlie pronounced opponent of that 
nationalism which had expressed itself in the rebellion of 1914! 
and which was now expressing itself in parliament under the 
leadership of General Hertzog, head of the Nationalist party, a 
party which has adopted republicanism as its creed, which aspires 
to restore the old re})ublics of tlie Transvaal and the Orange 
River Free State, and wliich possibly aims at the conversion of 
the South African Union into a republic. Smuts stands for the 
maintenance of South Africa^s ydace in the British Empire and a 
close co-operation between the Boers and the English. Hertzog 
and the Nationalists wish complete independence of Great Britain. 
Smuts has thus far obtained a working majority in the parlia- 
ment but the elections since 1915 have shown a constant increase 
in the strength of the Nationalist party. Whether this will 
continue and whether a clasli will come sometime between the two 
sharply opposed policies, time alone will tell. Tlie student 
should not lose sight of the fundamental fact that tlie Dutch 
element in South Africa, which was wholly anti-British in 19(){), 
is now divided. The racial opposition is, therefore, not as clean- 
cut and definite as it was formerly. A considerable amalgama- 
tion of the Dutch and British sections of the population has 
been brought about. 

South African ])olitics are coinjdicated by race problems. 
There are four and a half times as many blacks as there are 
whites in the poj)ulation and the former are increasing more 
rapidly than the latter. Difficult labor an(J social questions 
arise out of this numerical inferiority of the ruling class. This 
race problem is always present in the public life of South Africa. 
It even has its repercussions upon other parts of the British 
Empire. The whites of South Africa arc op])osed to the admis- 
sion of immigrants from India because that would increase the 
proportion of colored people, already far too large in the oj)inion 
of the whites. liaws have been ])assed to restrict this danger. 
Such laws give offense to the Indians who, rnemliers of the same 
Empire, find parts of tbj Empire unfriendly and ' inhospitable. 
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As Indian sensitiveness to racial discrimination is very great, as 
Indian nationalism is a growing force, as Indians resent, with 
increasing impatience, the implication of inferiority within an 
empire which claims to be composed of equals, it will be seen that 
the anxieties ^of British statesmen are not decreased by this 
struggle between the white and colored races which is going on 
within the Empire — as, in fact, it is going on, in a more or less 
accentuated form, throughout the world. 


IRELAND 

In still another ])art of tlie British Empire the years of the 
world commotion were to be most critical and painful. As early 
as January, Irish Freedom, the organ of the Sinn Feiners, 

declared tliat war between England and Germany was practically 
inevitable and that such a war would be ‘‘ Ireland’s opportunity.” 
At the same time Protestant Ireland, the ])rovince of Ulster, was 
becomitig daily more determined to oppose, cost what it might, 
the application to it of a Home Rule bill which was being slowly 
pushed through Parliament and which at any moment might 
become a law. The opposition of Ulster to tlie doom that 
ap])eared to be impending was based on the ineradicable con- 
viction that the religious and material interests of the Protestant 
and industrial North would be highly insecure in an Irish Parlia- 
ment dominated by Catholics re])rcsenting tlie agricultural South. 
The Ulsterites, in 19U3 and 1914, were ready to go to any length 
to prevent this catastro])he, even to armed resistance, should that 
prove necessary. The contrasts and discords of Irisli life were 
being intensified and sharpened to a very dangerous point in the 
months ])receding the outbreak of the Great War, Ireland was 
a country only in a geographical sense. In every other sense, 
in spiritual, intellectual, economic, matters she was two countries, 
as dissimilar and as antagonistic as any two could easily be. 
From the point 8f view of national unity, both history and 
psychology seemed peremptorily to forbid the banns of North 
and South. 

Into the details of the extraordinarily tangled and tragic rec- 
ord of the years which began in 1914 and which are not ended yet, 
we cannot enter here. It is a wild and fiery chapter in which tlie 
passions of men ran riot, a veritable witch’s caldron. What 
that caldron wijl finally give forth we are not even yet entirely 
able to fores^^e. The boiling process still continues, the foaming 
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metal has not yet, perhaps, been cast into a final mould/ In 
this summary narrative only a few of the most conspicuous 
aspects of a turbid and turbulent history can be indicated. 

Ever since the beginning of the Home Rule movement about 
1870 the relations between England and Ireland had been in a 
state of tension. That tension reached the snapping point, or 
nearly reached it, during the Great War. England’s extremity 
was, as Irish Freedom had correctly said, Ireland’s opportunity, 
an opportunity tliat was not missed. England’s enemies were 
potentially Ireland’s friends and many Irishmen hoped for the 
victory of Germany, if that were the only way whereby the 
hateful connection of Ireland with England could be broken, 
German agents were active in Ireland, as they were active else- 
where. Indeed, in Ireland the field was particularly inviting. 
But while recognizing the presence of this factor in the situation 
and while certain shady transactions of the time attest its 
influence, it is more than likely that the course of events would 
have been substantially what it was, had there been no contacts 
between Irishmen and Germans. 

A period of turmoil is always ]:)ropitious for the enterprises 
of extremists and the extremists of Ireland were numerous enough 
and energetic enough to force the pace of Irish evolution, wdth 
or without encouragement from outside. Irisli agitators had for 
forty years been demanding Home Rule, but now the more 
advanced of them were j)assing far beyond and demanding abso- 
lute independence. 

On Easter Monday, 191 G, there was an u))rising in Dublin, 
The insurgents seized several buildings of strategic im{)ortance, 
the Castle, the Four Courts, the Post Office. Policemen and 
others were murdered. Shops were looted. Fires were set and 
in the end a considerable section of the city was reduced to ruins. 
The mob did its work in thorough fashion. 

This rebellion had been preceded by a f)roclamation ‘‘ To the 
People of Ireland ” issued in the name of ‘‘ The Provisional 
Government of the Irish Republic.” The proclamation announced 
that Ireland was a sovereign and indepenrlent state and that “ the 
Irish Republic is entitled to, and hereby claims, the allegiance of 
every Irisli man and Irish woman.” ^ 

There followed several days of uncertainty, of sniping, of 
difficult street fighting. In the end the rebellion was crushed by 

1 For an admirably informing and halancrd account of this difficult 
period, written by a well-trained and fair historian, sec Ifiicj/clopaedia Brir 
tannica New Volumes, II, 551-589, article by W. A. Phillips. 
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the use of infantry and artillery. It had been the. work of a 
small minority and there can be little doubt that Mr. Redmond, 
the leader of the Home Rule Party in the House of Commons, 
correctly reflected the opinion of the overwhelming mass of the 
Irish people ^^'llen he denounced the insurrection in vigorous and 
indignant terms. But the action of the British Government in 
executing fifteen of the ring-leaders and in sentencing hundreds 
to imprisonment caused a complete revulsion of feeling. Sinn 
Fein, momentarily discredited by its failure, revived under the 
influence of these events and spread with incredible rapidity. 
The fact that tlie sentences were such as might have been inflicted 
in any country, being, according to the codes of law prevailing in 
all civilized nations, the legal punishment for tliose who treason- 
ably attack the state, made no difference with public opinion. 
Sinn Fein now had its “ martyrs,” who were far more powerful 
in death than they ever had been in life. 

The political results of this Easter rebellion were very far- 
reaching. The old Horne Rule Party, which had been built up 
by I’arnell and which was subserjuently led by Redmond and Dil- 
lon was now su{)erseded by the Sinn Fein, or })hysical force, party 
founded by Arthur Griffith and led by Kamonn De Valera. This 
party ])ut forth the old Fenian demand for a re])ublic. De 
VaIera^s point of view is summarized in a phrase or two, uttered 
later in a party convention, and which declared that the object 
of the organization was fo sccui'c the international recognition of 
Ireland as an independent republic and to make use of any and 
every means available to render impotent the power of England 
to hold Ireland in subjection by military force or otherwise.” 
De Valera also said : “ That there would never be ])eace in Ireland 
till they got their independence. When the war was over Eng- 
land would be tottering. The Allies could not win. All nations 
at the Peace Conference would claim their right to the freedom 
of the seas, and Ireland was of such international importance in 
that respect that her claim must be admitted.” 

The first o})])ortunity to count the adherents of this Sinn Fein 
or republican ])arty was offered by the parliamentary elections 
of 1918. The republicans secured a sweeping victory. The 
Home Ruler’s were practically wij)ed out, retaining only six seats, 
John Redmond had died on March 6, 1918, his death probably 
hastened by his chagrin at tlie failure of his life work. T})e 
Sinn Feiners won 7*1 seats out of a total of 105. The Unionists 
won 26, — 28 Srom Ulster and 3 from Southern Ireland, Thus 
Catholic Ireland voted for independence; Protestant Ireland for 
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the preservation of the union with England. The Sinn Fein 
members refused to take their seats in the Parliament at West- 
minster. Instead they met in the Dublin Mansion House, con- 
stituted on January 21, 1919 the Dail Eireann (pron. Dahl 
Eerahn) or Assembly of Ireland, subscribed to a solemn Declara- 
tion of Independence which was read in English, Gaelic, and 
French, and elected Count Plunkett, Arthur Griffith and De 
Valera as delegates to the Peace Conference,” a conference 
which they were not destined to attend. On the following day 
De Valera was elected ‘‘ President of the Irish Reymblic,” and 
he forthwith established a ministry with departments of foreign 
affairs, home aff’airs, finance, and defense. Micliael Collins, who 
was later to organize a system of terror, became what amounted 
to a minister of war. 

To meet this new situation a new Government of Ireland Act 
was passed in December, 1920, by the British Parliament. This 
act superseded the Home Rule Bill which had been passed in 1914 
and which had then been immediately suspended until the close 
of the war. The new measure, recognizing the division of the 
country shown by the elections, provided for two separate parlia- 
ments in Ireland, one for the six counties of Northeast Flster 
and another for the rest of Ireland. The two parliaments were 
to choose a joint Council of Ireland, consisting of forty members, 
to serve as a connecting link and to represent the theory or the 
possibility of Irish unity, with a view,” says the statute, to 
the eventual establishment of a parliament for the whole of 
Ireland, and to bringing about harmonious action between the 
parliaments and governments of Southern Ireland and Northern 
Ireland and to the promotion of mutual intercourse and uni- 
formity in relation to matters affecting the whole of Ireland.” 

The Ulster Unionists accepted this scheme of two parliaments, 
not because they liked it but because they were fearful of some- 
thing worse. The Northern Parliament was therefore duly 
elected on May 24, 1921, and was opened by King George V in 
the following June with a moving speech. 

The Sinn Feiners, however, would have nothing to do with this 
scheme. They took part in the elections for the Southern Parlia- 
ment, winning 124 seats out of 128. But they refucied to con- 
stitute the Parliament. Instead their elected representatives met 
in the Mansion House in Dublin, again proclaimed the republic, 
and elected De Valera as President. 

The issue was now fully joined. A rebellious government con- 
fronted the lawful governreent and denied its pretenblons in toto* 
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Lloyd George had accurately described the ineluctable situation 
in these words; ‘‘Sinn Fein rejected Home Rule and demanded 
in its place an Irish Rej)ublic for the whole of Ireland. Sinn 
Fein went further. It deliberately went to work to destroy con- 
ciliation and » constitutional methods because it recognized that 
violence was the only method by which it could realize a Republic. 
... I fully admit, and I have always admitted that the 
declared policy of Sinn Fein and the policy of His Majesty’s 
Government are irreconcilable. I believe that the policy of 
establishing an Irish Republic is impossible for two reasons ; 
first, because it is incompatible with the security of Great 
Britain and with the existence of the British commonv/ealth ; and 
second, because if it were conceded it would mean civil war in 
Ireland — for Ulster would certainly resist incorporation in an 
Irish Republic by force — and in this war hundreds of thousands 
of people, not only from Great Britain but from all over the 
world, would hasten to take part. ... It has never been our 
policy to refuse compromise about anything but the Union itself 
and the non-coercion of Idster. ... I regret that ... up 
to the present the directing minds of the Sinn Fein movement 
. . . believe they can ultimately win a republic by continuing 
to fight, as they fight today, and are resolutely opposed to com- 
promise. So long as the leaders of Sinn Fein stand in this posi- 
tion and receive the support of their countrymen, settlement is, 
in my judgment, impossible. The Government of which I am 
the head will never give way uj)on the fundamental question of 
secession. Nor do I believe that any alternative Government 
could do so either.” 

Such was the situation when the King opened the new parlia- 
ment of Nortfiern Ireland in Belfast in June, 1921. Northern 
Ireland expressed im{)ressively its loyalty to the British con- 
nection. Southern Ireland stood forth in grim and delermined 
rebellion. Indeed for three years a guerilla warfare had been 
going on charact<;rized by all the odious features of such warfare, 
cold-blooded murders, often of innocent people, ambushes, arson, 
looting, riots, raids, attacks and re{)risals without number. The 
contest now deepened and there ensued a period of complete chaos. 
The British Government declared the Irish Parliament, the Bail 
Kireann, an illegal body, made many arrests, suppressed new's- 
papers, seized the head(]uarters, the books and papers and funds 
of the Sinn Fein Association. Sinn Fein hit back by more assas- 
sinations, by fiolence of every kind. Orderly government no 
longer funePioned and utter lawlessness prevailed in Ireland. 
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Finally on eTuly 7, 1921 a truce was declared between the 
warring parties and each side appointed a delegation to attend 
a conference in London “ to explore to the utmost the possibility 
of a settlement.” After prolonged and very difficult negotiations, 
which were interrupted more than once and whicl^ were repeat- 
edly threatened with failure, a treaty, or, more accurately, 
eighteen Articles of Agreement were drawn up and were duly 
signed on December 6, 1921. It had been officially stated that 
the basis of the conference was to be “ How the association of 
Ireland with the community of nations known as the British 
Empire can best be reconciled wuth Irish national aspirations.” 
Lloyd George had in his invitation to the conference made it 
clear that the British Government would under no conditions 
accept the establishment of an Irish llej)ublic or any repudia- 
tion of allegiance to the Crown. Those extreme demands must 
be abandoned, but short of them England w^as whiling to consider 
any arrangements that might lead to peace. In this temper 
Lloyd George and several members of his cabinet, Austen 
Chamberlain, Winston Churchill, I^ord Birkenhead and others 
met Arthur Griffith, ichael Collins and three other represen- 
tatives of Southern Ireland, and a scheme was found that 
ultimately all could sign. 

Article I of the Agreement defines the Ireland of the future. 

Ireland shall have the same constitutional status in the com- 
munity of nations known as the British Empire as the Dominion 
of Canada, the Commonwealth of Australia, the Dominion of New- 
Zealand, and the Cnion of South Africa, with a Parliame?it hav- 
ing powers to make laws for the peace, order, and good govern- 
ment of Ireland, and an Executive responsible to that Parliament, 
and shall be styled and known as the Irish Free State.” 

The relation of the Irish Free State to the Imf)erial Parlia- 
ment and Government is to be that of the Dominion of Canada, 
and the representative of the Crown in Ireland is to be appointed 
in the same manner as the Governor-General ,of Canada. The 
members of the Irish Parliament must take an oath of allegiance 
to the Crown. The share of the Free State in the debt of the 
United Kingdom and certain other charges are to be determined, 
in default of agreement, by the arbitration of one or more 
independent persons being citizens of the British Empire.” The 
Irish Free State is to undertake her own coastal defense, the 
defense by sea of Great Britain and Ireland being undertaken by 
the Imperial forces, these provisions to be reviefved by the two 
governments at the end «Df five years. The Free' State shall 
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afford in time of peace such harbor and other facilities to the 
Imperial forces as are indicated in the annex to the treaty or 
such as may, from time to time, be agreed upon, “ In time of 
war or of strained relations with a foreign power,” it shall afford 
“ such harbon and other facilities as the British Government may 
require.” Ireland may have an army of its own as large in 
proportion to its population as the British army is in proportion 
to the population of Groat Britain, The ports of Great Britain 
and of Ireland are to be freely open to the ships “of the other 
country ” on payment of the customary dues. The Free State 
is to have no representatives in the Parliament in London, 

The Articles of Agreement provide for the determination 
within a month by the Parliament of Northern Ireland whether 
Northern Ireland shall be included in the Irish Free State or 
not. If Northern Ireland decides to stay out then the provisions 
of the Act of 1920, which set up two parliaments in Ireland, shall 
continue in force as far as Northern Ireland is concerned, subject 
to any necessary modifications. In that case a commission shall 
be api)ointod which “ shall determine, in accordance with the 
wishes of the inhabitants, so far as may be compatible with 
economic and geographic conditions, the boundaries between 
Northern Ireland and the rest of Ireland.” 

Article XVT reads as follows: “ Neither the Parliament of the 
Irish Free State nor the Parliament of Northern Ireland shall 
make any law so as either directly or indirectly to endow any 
religion or j)rohibit or restrict the free exercise thereof or give 
any preference or impose any disability on account of religious 
belief or religious status, or affect prejudicially the right of any 
child to attend a school receiving public money without attending 
the religious instruction at the school.” This article is designed 
to protect, the Clathohc.s of Northern Ireland and the Iiotestants 
of Southern Ireland from .adverse legislation. 

Such were the Articles of Agreement cstabli.shing the Irish 
Free State, such, the surprising outcome of an agitation which 
had covered half a century. These articles granted far greater 
])owers than any of the ilome Ilule Bdls which have been dis- 
cussed in tliis historv. Southern Ireland was to be as free as 
Ganada, that is as 'free as was consistent wdth the continued 
existence of the British Empire. She might have her owm army, 
her own parliament and ministry, her own coinage and stamps, 
and whatever legi.slation suited her on all local niatteis. 

From all pa^ts of the world this radical solution of a question 
that had stf long tormented the Britkh Empire and embittered 
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its relations with other peoples was hailed with satisfaction and 
with unfeigned relief and Idoyd George was showered with con- 
gratulations. It was universally thought that one, at least, of 
the numerous specters that had long haunted the world to its 
great discomfort had been laid. 

But the shouting was premature. The clouds had parted for 
a moment and the sun had shone, also only for a moment. Then 
the heavens grew black again. While the British Parliament was 
immediately summoned to ratify tlie treaty, which it did by large 
majorities, opposition of the most determined and passionate 
sort speedily developed in Ireland. Two days after the signature 
of the treaty De Valera, President of the Re])ublic,” announced 
his attitude in a Message to the Irish People,” in which he 
said; You have seen in tlie public press the text of tlie proposed 
treaty with Great Britain. The terms of this agreement are in 
violent conflict with the wishes of the majority of the nation, as 
expressed freely in successive elections in tlie past three years. 
I feel it my duty to inform you immediately that I cannot 
recommend acceptance of this treaty either to the Dail Eireann 
or to the country.” 

The President ” then re})udiated the agreement which had 
been signed by all the Sinn Fein delegates to the conference. 
Certain members of the Irish cabinet also ojiposed tlie settlement. 
Anti-treaty speeches freely criticised the action of the Irish 
delegates. Ireland’s divisions had always been Ireland’s undoing. 
At the very moment which the outside world regarded as one of 
amazing triumph for the Irish, the Irish themselves presented a 
spectacle for which even the most cynical were hardly prepared. 
Hitherto a unit in opposition to Great Britain, Sinn Fein was now 
torn with dissension. The discussion in the Dail Eireann con- 
cerning the treaty was long and impassioned and it was only 
by the narrow majority of (54 to 57 tliat ratification was finally 
secured (January 7, 1922). The cleavage between Griffith and 
Collins on the one hand and De Valera on, the other was a 
wide one. De Valera fleclared that the delegates had had no 
right or authority to abandon the republic.” The delegates 
hotly resented the charge that they had exceeded their powers. 
They had merely bfought home a document wliich <^issured an 
unexpected measure of self-government, a document which it was 
wise to accept. After the vote of ratification De Valera resigned 
as ‘‘ President,” and Griffith was elected in his place. Collins 
became the head of the cabinet.” A Provisional Government 
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was set up for the purpose of bringing the new Irish Free State 
into existence. 

But the ratification of the treaty by the Dail Eireann was only 


IRELAND 



a first step. It was (lcci(le<l that the treaty and also a constitU” 
tion of the Free State, to be drafted forthwith, should be sub- 
mitted to the Tlrisli electorate togetlier. The contest was thus 
transferred'to the people. Tlie Republicans wished the elections 
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postponed, distrusting the voters. Some of them even went so 
far as to deny that the voters had any right to abolish the 
“ Republic.” It existed apparently by virtue of some new- 
fangled divine right. Some began to talk of a dictatorship of 
the army, the electorate being ignored. A confused and bitter 
contest speedily developed and Ireland was plunged once more 
into wild disorder, a veritable war between the adherents of the 
idea of a Free State and those of an absolutely independent 
republic. The Provisional Government insisted u])on the recog- 
nition of its authority everywhere, but it encountered the armed 
opposition of the republicans. It was necessary to comj^el 
obedience to the Government, in a country in which government 
had long been considered the enemy, to be combatted by every 
means. It was necessary for the Government to take rebellious 
towns or districts by siege or by assault. The gulf between the 
hostile parties grew rapidly deeper and the struggle, this time 
between Irishmen, took on all the features which had previously 
characterized the controversy between Irishmen and FiTiglishmen, 
attacks on barracks and forts held by the Government forces, 
ambushes, shooting-affrays, kidnap])ing, and murders. Public 
order rapidly deteriorated in many sections of the country. 
Personal security did not exist. Ireland had never in its long 
and troubled history witnessed a more acrimonious controversy. 
For month after month in 1922 the confusion and blood-shedding 
continued, the l^rovisional Government gradually gaining ground, 
carrying the war to the strongholds of the irreconcilables. It 
W'as ap{)arently on the })oint of restoring order throughout the 
land when Arthur Griffith, tlie real founder of the Sinn Fvm move- 
ment and more than any other man the creator of the Irish Free 
State, suddenly died on August 12, 1922, succumbing to heart 
disease at the very moment when the rebellion seemed about to 
collapse. A week later Michael Gollins, the next most important 
member of the Free State Government, w’^as shot down in cold 
blood by men hiding in ambush. « 

What the effect would be, u{)on the fortunes of the treaty and 
the Free State, of this tragic removal of the two ablest and most 
popular members of the new government, no one could say. 
Whether the E'ree State would crumble and collaf)s^ before it 
had really been instituted, whether the irreconcilable republicans 
wnuld be able to seize [)ower and carry through their plans, 
whether Ireland was destined to ]>ass through a period of utier 
anarchy and chaos, or whether, startled and Sobered by the 
pros})ect, the sound and healthy forces of the nationkl life would 
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rally around the banner which had fallen from the lifeless hands 
of Griffith and Collins, no one knew. 

Little by little, however, the Free State emerged from its 
dubious and dangerous situation, proving itself more than a 
match for its enemies. While the difficulties continued, while 
assassination and arson w^ere destined for many months to play 
their traditional and sorry role in tlie liarrowing and stormful 
history of Ireland, and while the Republicans refused to disarm, 
nevertheless the Free State was able gradually to consolidate 
itself. Men were found to take the places of those removed, 
ready to carry on their work. Thus William Cosgrave and 
Richard Mulcahy were chosen to the {)ositions left vacant by 
tlie death of Griffith and Collins. The work of disconnecting 
much the larger fiart of Ireland from Great Britain was carried 
by successive steps to c()m})letion. In December 1922, the last 
British soldiers were withdrawn from Dublin, and the new con- 
stitution, drawn up by the Irish, was duly enacted by the Im- 
perial Parliament on December 4. On December 6, 1922, the 
Fh'ee State was estaldished by Royal Proclamation. 

The Constitution declares the Irish Free State to be a co-equal 
member of the community of nations that constitutes the British 
Commonwealth, and that all j)owers of Government, and all 
authority, legislative, executive and judicial in Ireland, are de- 
rived from the people of Ireland.’’ The Irisli language is de- 
clared to be the national language, but English is ecjually 
recognized as an official language, which is a wise ])rovision, as 
most Irishmen do not speak the natioiial language which has 
thus far been more a symbol than a practical means of commu- 
nication of thought or ])assion. Idiere is to be in tlie Free State 
no endowment of any religion. Freedom of religion, freedom of 
association, freedom of elementary education are proclaimed. 

The Legislature, known as the Oireachtas, consists of the 
King, a House of Ilc-l »rcsoiitjitives (l)ail Eireium), and a Senate 
(Seanad Kiroann). Tlie Dail has supreme power over all money 
hills, although tfie Senate may make recommendations. Other 
bills presuppose normally the eonsent of both Chambers, but the 
Senate is deprived of the power of unduly delaying a bill passed 
by the otljpr house. The Constitution makes provision for the 
referendum, the initiative, and for pro]K>rtional representation. 
Suffrage is universal, men and women having at the age of 21 the 
right to vote for the Dail. and at the age of 30 for the Senate. 
The members the former body are chosen for four years, of 
the Senate Jfor twelve. The Dail numbers at present 153 mem- 
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bers. It may be dissolved at any time, in accordance with the 
operation of the parliamentary system. The Senate consists of 
60 members. The Executive consists of a Council of not more 
than seven members nor less than five. They must be members 
of the Dail and are responsible to it. 

The representative of the Crown in the Free State is the Gov- 
ernor General. The first occupant of this position was Timothy 
Michael Healy, appointed December, 1922. The Free State 
Parliament met as such, for the first time, on December 6, 1922. 
The estimated population of tlie Irish Free State at the moment 
of inauguration was about three million two hundred thousand. 

Ireland is only a geographical ex 7 )ression. While the Free State 
includes by far the larger part of tlie island it does not include 
all. Northern Ireland took the earliest oj)portunity (December, 
1922) to vote itself out of the Free State and to declare for a 
separate existence. It has a parliament of its own, consisting 
of a Senate of 26 members and a House of Commons of 52, and 
possessing extensive and specified powers. Its executive consists 
of a Governor, appointed by the Crown, and of a ministry 
responsible to parliament. Northern Ireland is represented in 
the Parliament in London by 1.3 ineinhers, while the Fr(‘e State 
has no representatives in that body. Northern Ireland had in 
1922 an estimated population of about one million three hundred 
thousand. 
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' Whii.k the victorious Allies were able, after the Armistice, to 
make peace with reasonable celerity with most of their late 
enemies, while the new hounclaries of the nations were set up 
generally and the new institutions attained a certain fixity, in 
one quarter of the much-distracted globe conditions long remained 
largely fluid and uncertain. Indeed essentially they remain so 
still. Not until nearly five years after the close of the war was 
peace made with Turkey, and, even then, the document that 
registered it, the Treaty of I,ausanne, seemed decidedly lacking 
in all the attributes of finality or long endurance. That perennial 
and cheerless Eastern Question, wliich ]>ast generations were 
unable to solve and which may harass generations yet unborn, 
entered u])on a new phase with the great convulsion of our day, 
a phase which cannot, however, be described with much preci- 
sion or certitude. We stand in the midst of an unfinished chapter 
of contem])orary history. ^Vhere so much is still tentative and 
doubtful, we may well be brief, seeking only to point out tbe 
main liiu's of change and settlement which have thus far ap- 
peared, and leaving in appropriate obscurity what is essentially 


obscure. 

Turkev’s entry into the war on the side of (lermany in October, 
1914, profoundly affected the course of the war. It cut off the 
Western Allies from Russia and Russia from the Western Allies, 
and thus contributed directly and powerfully to that involution 
which was ultimately to work such havoc with the empire of the 
Tsars. Rut, mory particularlv, it enormously widened the theater 
of conflict, forcing the Allies to fight far from far from 

the bases of suiiply, and amid conditions of excejitional dimcu ty 
and strain. It nearh, but not <iuitc, set the iMohannnedan work 
aflame agahist the Christian, thus threatening the British aiid 
French colonial empires, with their hordes of Mohammedan sub- 
jects, with destruction in the consuming heat of religious and 
racial fanaticism. It subjected the Turkish Empire itself to the 
greatest strain'it had ever known, causing all the fissures in its 
loose and uflstable structure to widen*portcntQusly, and leaving 
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it in the end a derelict, battered beyond description. What the 
salvage might be from the colossal wreckage no one could foretell. 
The Turks, confronting the catastrophic consequences of their 
participation in the war, had need of all their fatalism. 

The expedition to the Dardanelles, the Gallipwli campaign, 
the establishment of the Salonica front, the attacks upon the 
Suez Canal, the arduous fighting in ]\Iesoj)otamia were conse- 
quences of this participation of the Turks in the war, necessitat- 
ing a wide and costly dispersion of Allied effort, and leading, as 
the issue })roved, to a more comprehensive victory. At the end 
of the war the vast stretches of the Arabic })ortion of tlie Turk- 
isli Empire, Syria, Palestine, Mesopotamia, Arabia were lost 
to the Sultan, and General Allenby was in control. Constan- 
tinople itself had yielded to Allied occupation. The day of 
reckoning had arrived. The young 'Jhirk leaders, Taalat^ Enver, 
Djemel, with their hands imbrued with the blood of hundreds of 
thousands of Armenians, assassinated or hounded to death by 
their orders, fled from the scene of their nefarious activity, seek- 
ing refuge from the wrath of men in unknown hiding-places. 
The Crescent was })assing into penumbra and ])erhaps into 
permanent eclipse. Was Santa So])Iua about to become once 
more a Christian church.^ 

A severe peace was expected })y the rulers and people of 
Turkey. They knew only too well that the crack of doom had 
sounded for a dominion that in 1914 had stretched from the 
Golden Horn to the furthest tip of spiced Arabia, a <listance 
as far as that from San Francisco to New York. 4'hev knew 
that Arabia and Palestine and Syria and Mesopotamia were 
definitely lost, not only becaust* British and Indian armies had 
swept over them right up to the gates of Asia Minor, but be- 
cause tlie Arab tribes and peoples, fellow-Mohannnedans, had 
turned against them, cleverly and adroitly induced by the British 
to take this stcj) so decisive for their future and for the ultimate 
triumph of Allied arms. E’or these peoples, doo. Orientals of 
Orientals, felt the lure of modern nationalism and seized with 
alacrity the opportunity of self-determining their destinies. Tlie 
touch of the West was arousing strange breads of men to unac- 
customed thoughts and aspirations, was imparting •a new life 
to a sleepy and supine section of the world. A transformation 
of the Levant had begun, whose ultimate issue defied the powers 
of prophecy. Whether one more instance of momentary illu- 
sion, or the indubitable dawning of a new day, let*' him pronounce 
who could. One thing wa.4 certain. Western Asia wds astir. 



DISRUPTION OF THE EMPIRE 


997 


The Turks also knew full well that in addition to the loss 
of extensive territories they must accept other distasteful terms 
from their concjuerors; the restoration of the Capitulations, or 
special privileges for foreigners resident in Turkey, w'hich that 
government had abolished at the beginning of the war; measures 
for the protection of Christians within the Empire; some kind 
of international control of the Straits and the Bosphorus. Such 
arrangements they were probably pre])ared to accept as the nec- 
essary penalty for defeat but, ^\hen the Allies went beyond and 
began to talk of the cession of Thrace, and Snnuma and a large 
region round about, resistance began to appear and rapidly 
crystallized. A new nationalism arose with which the world 
would be compelled to reckon, more limited in the territory it 
affected, more int(*nse, and gathering leaders and momentum 
as month after month went by with no definite proposals from 
the Allies for a peace settlement, with only provisional and par- 
tial decisions which did not cover the whole field of disj^ute but 
which were sufficiently drastic to ins])ire alarm. 

The main reason for the long inaction of the Allies was their 
abs()r|)tion in the more pressing work of ])aeifying Europe, of 
drawing u]) the treaties of Versailles, Saint-Germain, Trianon, 
and Xeuilly. But another reason was the division of opinion, 
the clasli of divergent interests among the Allies themselves over 
tlie future of the Ottoman Empire. Great Britain and France, 
Italy and Greece became rivals in a field where rivalries had 
often operated in the past, to the advantage of the rickety and 
discredited regime of the Turks. It was the reap})earance of this 
old and hoary phenomenon that prevented tlie s])eedy settlement 
of the terms of the Turkish treaty. It was this that enabled the 
Turks to get their second wind and to defy the treaty when it 
was finally presented to them. 

From the end of 1918, Constantinople and its a])proaeiies were 
under the guns of the Allied fleets, and the Sultan in the Yildiz 
Kiosk preserved rf)nly the semblance of his power, presenting no 
serious obstacle to the will of the Allies when they themselves 
should know their will and should declare it. But in June, 1919, 
General Mustafa Kemal Pasha, an officer who had served with 
distinction* in the defence of Gallipoli, left Constantinople and 
crossed into Asia Minor. There he disjffayed great activity, 
creating a separate government and army of his own and winning 
adherents to his programme, which was one of resistance to any 
attempt on the part of the Allies to partition Asia Minor (Ana- 
tolia), or "f brace, lender KeinaPs leAdership the national senti- 
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ment of the Turkish people was s])urred to new efforts to check 
the disintegration of the empire and to recover as much of its 
former territory as circumstances might permit. Once more the 
mutual rivalries of the enemies of Turkey miglit be turned to 
account. The Kemalists, intent upon restoring the* authority of 
the old Ottoman government, ignored or op})osed the Sultan in 
Constantinople on the ground that he was no longer a free agent 
but merely a pawn in the hands of the Western Powers. 

Finally the Allies were able to agree upon a treaty of peace 
which was to be submitted to the Sultan for his signature. This 
document is known as the Treaty of Sevres and was signed by 
the Ottoman delegates on August 10, 1920. Its territorial terms 
reduced the empire to a state about the size of Sj)ain. Turkey 
ceded Thrace west of the Chatalja line to Greece; also Tenedos 
and Imbros and the Aegean islands. Smyrna and a region 
around about were to be administered by Greece, under Turkish 
sovereignty, for a period of five years after which they might 
annex themselves to Greece by ])lebiscite. Greece received also 
the islands of the Dodecanese, islands which Italy liad seized in 
the war with Turkey in 1911 and which she had held ever since. 
These islands were inhabited by Greeks, and they were now to 
be handed over to Greece with the exception of Rhodes, where 
a plebiscite might ultimately be lield and might determine its 
future status, if England should code C'vprus to Greece, a con- 
dition quite likely to ])ost{)one tlu‘ plebiscite indefinitely. Turkey 
recognized the independence of Mesopotamia, Syria, I^alestine, 
and the new Arab kingdom of Iledjaz. Turkey was to retain 
Constantinople and a small European hinterland exttmding up 
to the Chatalja lines which are about twenty-five miles to the 
west. Hut the Dardanelles, tlu‘ Sea of Marmora, the Bosphorus 
and strips of coast on botli sides were to fr)rm a ‘‘Zone of the 
Straits ” and w(*re to be under the control of an International 
Commission, to be composed of representatives of various powers, 
this commission to have complete control of all tin* navigation 
of the Straits, its rules and regulations and financial charges. 
The Straits were to remain open and free to all nations in time 
of peace and were to be neutral in time of war. All fortifications 
within this neutral zone were to be d(*molish(al. Nominal sov- 
ereignty of the zone was to be divided between Turkey and 
Greece. The frontiers of the new Armenian state wa^re to be 
referred to President Wilson for clelimitation. Ttie line which he 
finally drew included an area of about ;j(),0()() square miles, with 
the port of Trebizond on Mie Black Sea. 
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Such were the territorial provisions of the Treaty of Sevres. 
But this treaty, though signed by the powers concerned, was 
never ratified by any of them, and the Kenialist Nationalist Gov- 
ernment of Angora, refusing to recognize the Sultan’s signature, 
dedicated to it its undying hostility. Moreover the French and 
Italian governments began, almost on the morrow of the sig- 
nature, to demand its revision, while the Englisli government, 
though on the whole favoring it, nevertheless, followed a some- 
what vacillating course in regard to its execution. The Treaty 
of Sijvres was, as a whole, never put into force and two years 
after its signature was generally recognized as dead or moribund. 

Yet certain provisions of this incomplete and unratified treaty 
have been })ut into oj)eration and such provisions are not likely 
to be disturbed. Ih*ance has received from the League of Nations 
a mandate for Syria and is installed tliere in military force. 
England has received a mandate for Mesopotamia, and within 
that spacious area she has recognized the creation of the King- 
dom of Irak, comprising the valley of the Euphrates and the 
Tigris, and the Emir Faisal, son of the King of Hedjaz, was 
crowned King of Irak at Bagdad on August 23, 1921. This 
state has a population of about 3, ()()(),()()() and an area of 1*13,000 
sejuare miles. East of the Jordan England has also recognized 
tlie hhnirate of Traiisjordania, sometimes called Kerak, wdth a 
total population of j)ossil)ly 180,000 Arabs, partly nomads, 
partly settled, and w ith the brother of Faisal, Abdullah, as Emir, 

Great Britain has also been given by the League of Nations 
a mandate for Palestine. Embodied in the mandate is a pro- 
vision for the establishment of a ‘‘ National Home ” for the 
Jewish People according to the principle laid dowui in the Bal- 
four Declaration of November 2, 1917, which reads as follows: 
“ His Majesty’s (loverninent view’ with favor the establishment 
in J^alestine of a National Home for the Jew’ish people and will 
use their best endeavors to facilitate the achievement of that 
object, it being ^dearly understood that nothing shall be done 
which may prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing 
non-Jewdsh communities in J^xlestiiie, or the rights and political 
status enjoyed by flews in any other country.” 

What tifis may moan remains to be seen, the term and con- 
ception of a “ national home ” being new to political science 
and of uncertain scope and significance. It represents the pres- 
ent status of the Jewish nationalist aspiration expressed in recent 
times in the mcAement called Zionism. Great Britain as the man- 
datory powtfr is responsible for the carrying out of this purpose. 



1000 


TURKEY SINCE THE WAR 


It has not yet indicated what its interpretation of the Balfour 
Declaration will actually be. It is quite obvious that the vague 
term a national home ’’ does not mean, and cannot safely be 
made to mean “ a Jewish State.” For Falestine as a Jewish State 
with supreme authority in the hands of the Jews would mean a 
clear and flagrant defiance of the principle of self-determination 
accepted as the underlyiiig basis o:^ Ihe system of mandates 
created by the Conference of Paris. Palestine has a popula- 
tion of somewhat less than 800,000, of whom only about 

80.000, or one in ten, are Jews, most of tlie rest being 
Arabs. The Arabs are absolutely opposed to the aims 
of Zionism. They consider Palestine their country, as it is, 
if majorities have any rights which the world is bound to respect. 
They regard the Balfour Declaration as the work of British 
politicians who have an eye to the advantage of British com- 
merce and imperial expansion and who are sensitive to the 
influence of Jewish world finance. Tliey see no reason why they 
should themselves be sacrificed to such considerations. There 
is an Arabic nationalist aspiration as tliere is a Jewish nation- 
alism and a British imperialism. ^Vhether the three can live 
together in harmony within the restricted area of Palestine 
remains to be seen. There are materials suflicieiit for a serious 
conflict. It should be noted, further, that there are nearly as 
many Christians as Jews in Palestine, 73,000 of the former, 
83,000 of the latter. 

Another change in the map of the former Turkish Empire is 
that represented by the rise of the Kingdom of Hedjaz. This 
state of Western Arabia, possessing a population of j^erhaps 

900.000, achieved its independence during the Great War. 
It w^as a product of the ])olicv adoj)ted by the British 
early in the struggle of encouraging tlie revolt of the Arab 
w'orld against the Turkish over-lords. Hedjaz was represented 
at the Conference of Paris by two delegates and was one of the 
high contracting parlies of that famous asse^nbly. It is im- 
portant as containing the cities of Mecca and Medina, holy places 
for the followers of ^lohanimed. The King of Hedjaz is Hussein 
Ali. Tlie Treaty of Sevres recognized the Hedjaz as a free 
and indcj)endent state. Indeed that state was one of the signa- 
tories of the treaty. 

The Treaty of Sevres, although difficult to make, owing to 
the conflict of interests of those who drafted it, was nevertheless 
easier to make than to enforce. I'lu* delegat(‘s« who signed it 
for Turkey represented ^nly (k)nstantinople and 'Its vicinity. 
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It was not recognized by the Anatolian Turks, the Kemalists, 
who pronounced anathema upon it and who swore to resist it 
to the bitter end. It was clear that nothing but the application 
of force by the Allies could extort its acceptance by the Gov- 
ernment of Angora. None of the Great Towers, England, France, 
or Italy, was willing to furnish men and money for that purpose. 
Those countries were exhausted militarily and financially by the 
war and the voters in each of them were opposed to further ven- 
tures. Tills situation created an opportunity for one of the small 
states of Europe for which she liad been eagerly waiting and 
for wdiich she w'as prepared. Venizelos, in the name of his 
country, offered the Greek army for the yiiirjiose, an army fully 
mobilized and already on the frontier of Thrace, read}" to cross 
over. As tlie Entente Towers w^ere confronted by only two 
alternatives, either the non-enforcement of the Treaty of Sevres 
or its execution by the Greeks, they chose the latter and invited 
Greece to undertake the task of bringing the nationalist forces 
of Asia Minor to terms and compelling them to accept the new 
arrangements. France and Great Britain wx‘re already, as wc 
have seen, in the military possession of tlie vast region east of tlie 
Mediterranean, Syria, Mesopotamia, and Tah'stine. It w^as for 
the (xreeks to execute the rest of the treaty and this they wxre 
eager to undertake as it meant for tliem a war of liberation 
of tlie Greeks of Thrace and of the western shores of Asia 
Minor, famous sites of ancient (ireek civilization, where an im- 
portant Greek population has persisted, literally for thousands 
of years. The Aegean had historically been a Greek sea. Might 
it not become so again? ]\Iight not ancient Hellas be restored? 
Adrianople, Smyrna beckoned, and in the distance laj^ Con- 
stantin()])le, for more than a thousand years the proud capital 
of the Byzantine Empire, tlie ujdiolder of Greek arts and letters, 
the center of (ireek traditions, the creator of the (ireek Church, 
the Christian Mother of eastern and southeastern Europe. 
Miglit not this i»^cf)mparable city, whicli every (ireek felt to be 
as rightfully the cajiital of Greece as the Italians of the nine- 
teenth century had felt Rome to be theirs, finally, by a happy 
turn of fortune, fall as a ])rize of war into its appropriate place 
as the heifd and crow'ii of a redeemed and re-united Hellas? 
The prospect was alluring. And the predestined leader in this 
final and culminating })hase of tlie long war of Greek Inde- 
pendence, which had begun a century before, could be no other, 
it seemed, tharf Eleutherios Venizelos, who in a career of a few 
years had Achieved the most magniffbent results that could be 
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ascribed to any statesman of modern Greece, who had already 
greatly increased the patrimony of his country, and who, though 
a representative of a petty state, had become one of the com- 
manding figures upon the great stage of European politics. The 
man and the hour alike seemed to foretell a rapid# and supreme 
success. 

But things are not always what they seem. The famous 
Eastern Question still had some surprises in store for a sup- 
posedly blase and sophisticated world. It still possessed a power 
ta embroil the best of friends and to set the nations on edge. 
It still had victims to devour. 

The Greeks entered upon the task assigned them with alacrity 
and enthusiasm. They overran Tlirace and occupied it, and 
Greek armies shortly were in possession of western Asia Minor all 
the way from Brusa in the north to Ashak in the south on the fa- 
mous river which has enriched the English language with the word 
^‘meander” (modern Menderez). But the Turkish Nationalists, 
the Kemalists, despite this fact showed no inclination to accept 
the Treaty of Sevres, relying on the nature of their country 
whose poor roads and natural features seemed to them likely to 
prove an ultimate defence from the invader, relying also on in- 
trigue with Russian Bolsheviks, on the likeliliood of dissensions 
among the Allied nations, and, in general, on the chance that 
something might turn uj) ” to confound and paralyze their 
enemies. 

And something did turn up, something formidable. Venizelos, 
the architect of the fortunes of contcm{)orary Greece, was sud- 
denly overthrown in the very moment of his greatest triumph, 
and fortune showed once more how fickle slie can be. 

The World War had divided the Greeks into two sharply op- 
posed camps, the Venizelists and the adherents of King Constan- 
tine. The King, brother-in-law of the (ierinan Emperor, had 
followed a personal policy at variance with that of his minister, 
and secretly and treacherously hostile to the Ijhitente, which, in 
order to end his dangerous intrigues, had forced his deposition in 
June 1917. Constantine was succeeded by his second son, Alex- 
ander, and Venizelos, henceforth all powerful, ranged his country 
on the side of the Allies. Constantine, who did not rtnounce his 
rights, withdrew' to Switzerland, where he labored assiduously 
to prepare his return, astutely encouraging all the discontented 
elements in Greece against the hated premier. Venizelos was at 
a disadvantage in meeting this occult and insidioits campaign, as 
the exigencies of the situatton demanded long abseneds in w'estern 
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Europe in connection with the diplomatic enterprises centering 
in the Conference of Paris. Moreover these absences relaxed 
his hold upon the internal administration of Greece and he was 
in a poor position to check or correct the mistakes of some of 
his subordinate officials wliose unpopular acts played directly 
into the hands of the watchful opposition. 

When Venizelos returned from Paris to Athens in August, 
1920, he was publicly thanked by the national assembly as the 
savior of liis country. He announced that new elections would 
shortly be held, laying down as the sole condition of them that 
tlie question of tlie return of Constantine should not be raised. 
But raised it was by events, and became the central and absorb- 
ing interest of the voters. In the midst of the campaign King 
Alexander suddenly died as the result of the bite of a monkey. 
The crown was offered to Paul, the tliird son of Constantine, 
who declined, unless the Hellenic people should clearly indicate 
tliat tliey did not wish tlie return of his august father.” On 
ilie contrary tliis was precisely what they did wish, most ardently. 
They gave a crushing majority to the opponents of Venizelos. 
Only 120 of his followers were elected to the new chamber, whereas 
twice as many of his opponents were returned. Venizelos im- 
mediately resigned and left the country, not considering it a safe 
place to live in, party feeling running so high. An aUempt had 
been made by certain monarchists to assassinate liim as he was 
leaving l^iris and had been j^raised by the Royalist press as 
glorious tyrannicide. Manifestly it was wiser for him to live 
abroad until a more convenient season. 

On December 5, 1920, a ])lebiscite was held on the question of 
the recall of King Constantine. The Veiiizelists stated that they 
would abstain from voting. 'Idie result of the })oll was announced 
as 999,954 votes out of 1,013,724 in favor of the return of 
(^onstantine, and while there was without doubt much official 
pressure to obtain this end, still public opinion had expressed 
itself with excc])Honal enqduisis. Constantine and Queen Sophia, 
the sister of William II and the first of the House of Hohen- 
zollern to emerge from the late hurricane, soon landed at the 
Piraeus and were received with great enthusiasm. 

But thi« re-enthronement of the popular favorite was not 
without its disquieting features for the Greek people and for 
Constantine himself. The Allies had already announced before 
the plebiscite that as Constantine had been hostile to them dur- 
ing the war they could have no confidence in him, and that, in 
the case of*his remounting the Greek* throne they would reserve 
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to themselves complete liberty in dealing with the situation.” 
They now refused to recognize him and cut short the financial 
aid they were extending to Greece. Whether they would go 
further and oppose any projects he might have remained to be 
seen. . 

Constantine, back in power, announced that he would continue 
to act in harmony with his Great Allies ” in carrying out the 
Treaty of Sevres and in reuniting the Greek lands around the 
Aegean. This meant the prosecution of the war with the Turks in 
Anatolia. He affected to believe that his own reappearance upon 
the .scene would not alter the adherence of the Allies to tlieir 
policy, and that the irritation they showed upon his return to 
Athens would prove only momentary; that, in short, their inter- 
ests were identical with his and would continue to proscribe the 
same course of conduct. In this he was in error. In the two 
succeeding years Greece received the support of England alone 
and that a vacillating su})port, cordial at times, at times luke- 
warm. France, on the other hand, favored the Turks against 
the Greeks and demanded the revision of the Treaty of Sevres, 
which would be accomplished only at the exy)ense of the latter. 
The attitude of England and France was determined by general 
considerations of world policy in the Near East. Here the two 
countries appeared no longer as allies but as rivals. This dif- 
ference of opinion and of purpose among the western Powers 
was ominous for the Greeks, favorable for the Turks. It con- 
tributed to the failure of conferences held in 1921 to bring 
about a final settlement of the Turkish (juestion. Indeed the 
French went so far as to make ])eace with Turkey inde])endently, 
an action which gave great offence to England and which sub- 
jected the relations between those two states to a considerable 
strain. On October 20, 1921, the French signed an agreement 
with the Government of Angora, promising to withdraw from 
the province of Cilicia where they had installed themselves and 
where they were hard pressed by the Kemalists. They gave 
Cilicia back to the Turks and in return were guaranteed im- 
munity in Syria. Also they received certain concessions for 
French financial and mining interests, and the lease of a certain 
portion of the Bagdad Railway. 

In this atmosphere of international intrigue, of rivalry, of 
the old familiar kind, for special political and economic advan- 
tages, the union of France and England, represented by the 
compromise of the Treaty of Sevres, broke doivn. The only 
hearty supporters of that treaty were tlie Greeks.* If it was 
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to be enforced they alone must enforce it. And to do so they 
must send armies across the Aegean Sea, and must tax still 
further a war-weary people. Was the task beyond their resources, 
material and moral? All through the years of 1921 and 1922 
the exhaust^g struggle between the Greeks and the Ana- 
tolian Turks went on. In 1921 the Greeks were generally suc- 
cessful, advancing at one time to within fifty miles of Angora. 
It seemed that they would be able to compel the Turks finally 
to accept the Treaty of Sevres, and might then proceed to con- 
solidate their new position in Asia Minor. But the Turks held 
on, and, in August and September of 1922, they assumed the 
offensive, swept the Greeks rapidly back, and entered Smyrna. 
The defeated Greek troops, and liordes of civilian refugees in 
the last stages of distress, sought to reach tlie English and 
American slii})s in the harbor, but large numbers of them failed. 
Smyrna, fired probably by the Turks, burst into flames and 
burned for three days until all but the Turkish quarter was 
destroyed. Thousands and thousands of the wretched fugitives 
perished in the flames or were shot down by the Turks. The 
world was rudely awakened by these events, with their appalling 
climax, and became aware that the war which it had thought 
ended four years before had not ended yet, and might easily blaze 
up again in regions where it had died down, might still exact 
countless additional victims. The victory of Mustafa Kemal’s 
armies in Asia Minor was com])lete. 

What would be the effect of tliis overwhelming Turkish tri- 
um})h? That was tlie redoubtable question. Would it mean not 
only the elimination of the Greeks from the mainland of Asia 
Minor but the extinction or renewed oppression of all non-Turks 
resident there, and resident there longer than the Turks them- 
selves? Would the reinvigorated and trium[)hant nationalism 
of the Turks rest content with Anatolia or would it s. ek to get 
Thrace back again and, installing itself securely in Constanti- 
nople, recover once more the status of a European power, when 
the world had thought Europe at last freed from the scandal of 
Turkish misrule and inefficiency? And would the Turks, having 
recovered that much, not seek to recover all, even the Arabic- 
speaking jK)rtions of their former empire, would they not at the 
proper moment seek to reconquer Syria and Mesopotamia and 
the states of the Arabian ])eninsula? Such a possibility had the 
liveliest interest for l^ngland and for France, for Zionists and 
Arab kings ajnd emirs, indeed, for the whole world. Would 
Constantintf after his signal failuretbc again overthrown and 
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would Venizclos be recalled? These and many other questions 
surged into the public mind of the world in the autumn of 1922 
on the morrow of the Turkish triumph. The answers to them, at 
least to some of them, were speedily forthcoming. 

One of the earliest answers concerned Greece. The decisive 
events just described brought the Greek Government down with 
a crash and cost the Greek King Ills throne. In the Greek army, 
demoralized, disintegrated, and furious at what it considered its 
betrayal, the spirit of mutiny broke out. A revolutionary com- 
mittee of army officers was formed which declared tlie King 
responsible for the disaster which had overtaken the nation, and 
demanded his immediate withdrawal. Constantine, recognizing 
the inevitable, formally abdicated on September 27 and for the 
second time took the road to exile, only to die very suddenly a 
few months later at Palermo (January 11, 1923). Constantine 
was succeeded on the throne by his son George, but the real 
government of Greece was a rigid military dictatorship exercised 
by a small group of self-appointed army officers, hitherto quite 
unknown. This group ruled with an iron hand. Several former 
ministers and officers of Constantine were summarily executed, 
including the late premier, Gounaris. Liberty of the press and 
of speech was suppressed and poj)ular elections were postponed. 

So much for the vanquished. What would the victors do, now 
that they had achieved a triumph more complete than any they 
had dreamed? Would the Turkish army, flushed with victory 
over the Greeks, for centuries hated and despised by the Turks, 
seek to cross over into Europe, to seize control of Constantinople, 
to recover Thrace, to wipe out the humiliation of the defeat of 
1918, to replace the Crescent as high in the heavens as it had 
been in 1914. If it should attempt this, and the evidence w^as 
strong that such was its intention, would not war break out once 
more in the Balkans and might it not spread beyond? Was not 
Europe threatened with the revival of a general war? 

The danger was serious and alarming. It was only averted, 
it seems, by the firm attitude of the British Government which 
announced its determination to oppose any attempt on the part 
of the Turks to cross into Europe and which took steps to re- 
inforce the British troops in the threatened area, (in attitude 
rendered all the more difficult by the simultaneous and liurried 
withdrawal of French and Italian troops, under the ill-concealed 
Turkish threat. In this critical hour, tlie old and costly divisions 
and jealousies among the Allies, which liad largely caused the 
present catastrophe, showed themselves once more. « 
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The mingled firmness and restraint of the British authorities 
proved sufficient to conjure the immediate danger, and after 
several weeks of standing on the very brink of war the Turks 
agreed to a conference with the European powers, a conference 
which should •seek to determine terms of peace not only between 
the immediate combatants, the Turks and the Greeks, but be- 
tween the Turks and the Allied Powers, the war which had begun 
between them, in 1914, never having been formally terminated. 
Before they would consent to enter that conference the Turks 
were promised the return to them of Eastern Thrace, which had 
been given to the Greeks by the Treaty of Sevres. 

The Conference of Lausanne, which was thus summoned to 
deal woth one of the most tangled and obscure of all international 
problems, met on November 20, 1922, and was in session for 
eleven weeks, w^hen it broke dowm, on February 4, 192f3, on the 
definite refusal of the Turkish delegation to sign the treaty 
presented to them, five days before, by the allied leaders. 

Tlie discussions at Lausanne were long and involved, charac- 
terized by all the delays, intrigues, and backstairs influences long 
associated in the Western mind with every aspect of the Eastern 
question. The Turks had the advantage over the Allies in that 
they knew their own mind, were not at all in a hurry and were 
quite w’illing to continue fighting, whereas the Allies were more 
or less divided by conflicting rivalries and interests, w'ere pre- 
occu[)ied wuth many other problems, and were, moreover, as they 
practically announced from the liouseto})s, unwilling to make any 
further apj)eal to arms in order to enforce their views. In other 
words, the Allies wanted peace so badly that they wxre ready to 
make it almost at any price. The record of the Conference w^as, 
therefore, one of repeated, almost continuous, concessions to the 
Turkish demands, of humiliating capitulations to Turkish nation- 
alism and xenophobia. The Western Powers swallowed tjne bitter 
pill after another, only to find a fresh one presented for their 
deglutition. The# Turks showed an inclination to act as if they 
had defeated the Allies, whereas, in realitj^ they had only de- 
feated the (rreeks. And the incurable weakness of the Allied 
delegates arose from the fact that they knew that public opinion 
in their owli countries w'ould not support them in any insistence 
that might result in further fighting. And not only did they 
know this but the Turks knew it equally well. As none of the 
powers was prepared for a war against Turkey, a diplomatic 
volte face from* the attitude rc})resented by the Treaty of Sevres 
wuis inovital)le. Yet after nearly thrt?c months of yielding, ac- 
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companied with obvious and unsuccessful attempts to hide their 
discomfiture under elaborate veils of diplomatic phraseology, the 
Allies still found the longed-for peace most elusive. The Turkish 
delegates refused to sign and announced that they must refer the 
treaty to tlie National Assembly of Angora for «its sovereign 
opinion. That body refused to accept it but voted in favor of a 
resumption of negotiations. The Allies acquiesced and on April 
23, 1923, tlie Conference was re-opened, and finally on July 24, 
1923, a treaty was signed, in the main hall of tlie University 
of Lausanne, by the representatives of Great Britain, France, 
Italy, Japan, Greece, Rouinania, and Turkey. Turkey retains 
Constantinople and recovers Eastern Thrace up to the Maritza 
and at one or two points even beyond. On the other hand she 
pays* heavily for having fought on the German side, as she has 
been shorn of her non-Turkish jirovinces, Syria, Palestine, Meso- 
potamia, Kurdistan, Hedjaz, and Yemen. In other words she 
has lost about a third of the population and about half of the 
'area she possessed in 1914. This greatly reduced, impoverished, 
and backward state would soon drop into obscurity were it not 
for its possession of Constantinople, the Bospliorus, and the 
Dardanelles. The Capitulations have been abandoned, because 
of the rigid and uncompromising hostility of the Turks to any- 
thing that infringed their national sovereignty. The Armenians 
are left to their fate, whatever it may be. A wholesale removal 
of Greeks from Turkey and Turks from Greece is provided for, 
a compulsory migration which will necessarily be attended with 
much acute suffering, moral and physical. Thus the problem of 
the Christians in Turkey will be settled by the elimination of 
the Christians. An elaborate convention pretends to regulate 
the Straits in time of war and in time of })eace. 

Meanwhile the historic Turkish state has disappeared. The 
House of Osman has ceased to rule. Tlie Sultanate has been 
abolished, tlie last Sultan dethroned and driven into exile. The 
very name ‘‘ Ottoman Empire ” has been discfp*ded in favor of 
the designation Turkey.” Turkey is now a republic. All 
power, executive as well as legislative, is vested in a Grand Na- 
tional Assembly, elected for two years. This is the supreme, 
unique authority, choosing the Caliph, or head of the^established 
state religion, and also the members of the Cabinet, which is 
now called the Council of Commissioners. 
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BELGIUM DURING AND SINCE THE WAR 

Onk of the conspicuous and gratuitous victims of the war was 
Belgium. Having scrupulously observed all the international 
obligations imposed upon lier by her ]>rivileged position of neu- 
trality solemnly guaranteed by venerable treaties that bore the 
signatures of the great powers of Europe, having refrained from 
any act of provocation or disquieting ambition, pursuing the 
even tenor of her ways which involved no threat nor shadow of 
threat to any sister state, she suddenly found herself the prey 
of a faithless and pitiless neighbor which eighty years before 
liad plighted her protection. The moral brazenness of the invasion 
of Belgium, which so profoundly shocked the conscience of the 
world and wliich was visited with such general condemnation of 
Germany, was, for Belgium, but the announcement of the 
malignant fate, the manifold woes to mind and body, that im- 
pended at the hands of the ruthless aggressor, the prelude of a 
tyranny that was to know no bounds. 

The invasion of August 1914 itself was accompanied by hor- 
rors to which the world had long been unaccustomed and which 
seemed inconceivable in the modern age. No sooner had the 
German army crossed the Belgian frontier than, to quote the 
words of Belgium's most distinguislied historian, Henri Pirenne, 

it immediately put into practice a system of terrorism in its 
dealings with the inhabitants, hoping in this way to terrorize the 
Government, demoralize the army, and break the national re- 
sistance.’’ ‘‘ The/orward march of the German army,” continues 
Professor Pirenne, was marked by an uninterrupted succession 
of atrocities. Once it was j)erceived that the Belgian army 
meant to offer a resisvancc on which Germany had not counted, 
pillage, bufnings and massacres began. On the pretext that the 
inhabitants were armed, that francs tirenrs attacked the German 
troops, the invading military command methodically organized 
the devastation of the country. JMaps were issued to the officers 
indicating whaf towns and viliages were to be burned down. The 
siege of Liege, with the prelimiiuirjf repulses suffered by the 
• 1009 
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German regiment wliich first attacked tlie outer forts, gave the 
signal for a campaign of reprisals directed against the civil 
population.’^ Some twenty villages were forthwith destroyed. 

Scenes of indescribable savagery were enacted : 623 persons 
were shot, massacred, or driven with blows of the crifle-butt into 
the flaming houses to be burnt alive.” The burnings were sci- 
entifically organized, a branch of the German army being spe- 
cially trained and equipped for that purpose. Between August 
4 and August 20 in the province of Inege alone, 1061 persons 
were massacred, shot, hanged or burnt by the German troops; 
more than 2,000 houses and 4 churches were burnt deliberately 
and by order, not counting those destroyed by bombardment. 
In the province of Limburg during tlie same period 65 persons 
fell victims to similar cruelties.” 

As the invasion progressed other localities were similarly vis- 
ited by scenes of horror, houses burned, civilians shot en masse 
on military order, often after useless and horrible cruelty. In 
the province of Namur 1949 inhabitants were murdered and more 
than 3,000 houses systematically burnt (not counting those de- 
stroyed by ordinary acts of war). The j)olicy of terrorism was 
ruthlessly applied at Namur, at Dinant, at Louvain, and in the 
neighboring villages on the line of march. At Dinant 

at nightfall on August 23 German soldiers rushed shouting 
about the streets, and everywhere fires broke out. The church, 
the town hall, the entire town was soon in flames. The inhab- 
itants, arrested en viasse^ were either massacred, or else driven 
into different enclosed places where, aftcT a while, a methodical 
extermination was commenced. In the presence of their families 
men were formed into groups and shot; 665 persons were killed, 
including 75 women, and 35 children. This horrible butchery 
was copied in the neighboring villages.” At Latour, Prince 
Oscar, son of the Emperor of Germany, ‘‘ ])resided in 
person over the execution of 71 inhabitants.” At TiOuvain 79 
men were shot in the ])resence of their wives #^nd children, while 
334 others were sent captive to Germany, where they wTre 
paraded through the streets of Cologne under tlie insults and 
threats of the populace who [)elted them w ith mud and stones.” ^ 
The priceless library of the University of Louvain wa% destroyed. 

1 These detailed statcnM*nts and charges, and many others, are to be 
found in the article on Belgium by Professor Pirenne in Volume XXX of 
the Encyclopaedia BrifannU^i, In writing this chapter I have mainly followed 
this article by the distinguished Belgian historian, whose# trustworthiness is 
amply established by his entire^ career. 
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Such was the beginning of the martyrdom of Belgium, and 
martyrdom it was in every sense of the word, varied, intermi- 
nable, characterized by every form of physical and mental suffer- 
ing. Having easily occupied the country after a month’s 
campaign, tlv^ Germans did not let it go but held it in a vise 
during the entire period of the war, giving an additional turn 
to the vise from time to time, as the vicissitudes of the prolonged 
struggle and the ingenuity of the German military and official 
mind suggested. Pitiless was the punishment meted out for four 
long years to tliis country whose only offence was that she lay 
between Germany and her principal enemy, and that she dared 
to try to defend lier independence and neutrality, wliich she was 
bound to do not only by elementary self-respect but by solemn 
treaty obligations to which Prussia, and consequently Germany, 
was a party. 

It is impossible, within the limits of this book, adequately to 
describe this odious cliapter in the history of arbitrary and con- 
scienceless oppression, associated mainly with the name of Gen- 
eral von Kissing, the chief instrument employed by the German 
authorities in the execution of their tyranny. Germany was 
resolved to use, and did use, every resource Belgium possessed 
and u[)on which she could lay her hands for the prosecution of 
her war with the Allies. This was her primary and immediate 
aim. And the secondary aim, which she never lost from sight, 
^\as to pre])are the ultimate annexation of Belgium to Germany, 
or at tlie least, the thorough and essential control of Belgium 
after the war should end in German victory. In any case Bel- 
gium should be ruined economically so that she could never hope 
to be an uncomfortable competitor with German industry in any 
sphere. 

'The Germans for four years ruled Belgium as uncontrolled 
and irres])()nsiblc masters. They imposed enormous f’nes and 
war-taxes upon cities and provinces and upon the nation as a 
whole. They established an elaborate system of espionage over 
the entire country. 'Phey set aside or undermined whatever 
national or local institutions, whatever machinery of self-gov- 
ernment, miglit contest or impede the operation of their will, or 
might serv« as a possible protection for the Belgian people. They 
arrested and deported to Germaiw, on mere military order, 
mayors of cities or other officials or private individuals wlio 
incurred their disfavor. In the end not only was the native 
administrative* system entirely destroyed and succeeded by one 
composed <3f Germans, but the judicial sj’stem as well. The 
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constitution of Belgium became as much a piece of waste paper 
as had the treaty guaranteeing her neutrality. Edicts were 
issued and enforced which establislied the pidnciple that should 
a penalty be imposed upon a guilty person, and should he be 
out of reach, the judge might inflict it upon some .other person, 
in other words, a principle that sanctioned the punishment of 
the innocent where the authorities could not lay their hands on 
the alleged culprit. Thus the personal liberty of the Belgians was 
completely destroyed. ‘‘ Tlie same principle was a])plied by a se- 
ries of edicts empowering the German authorities to take hostages 
who should pay with their lives for damage to railway tracks, 
to inflict heavy fines on communes, to deport the entire popula- 
tion of villages in whose area railway lines had been damaged, 
to punish whole families for faults committed by single members 
of them, to treat as guilty all persons found in comj)any with 
anyone committing an offence. Again, the Belgian was ])cnalized 
for ‘not having done’ or for ‘having had the intention to do ’ ” 
or for not giving information or not denouncing individuals 
desired by the autliorities. As sufficient indication of the severity 
of this regime may be mentioned the sole “mitigation,” namely, 
that a wife who did not denounce Jier husband in such cases 
might plead extenuating circumstances and was only liable to 
from three months to two years im|)risonment or penal servilude! ' 
Belgian industry was destroyed, as was ])ersonal liberty, by a 
series of drastic edicts and arbitrary acts of power. Reejuisi- 
tions of all materials desired by the military began at once and 
became, as time went by, more numerous and more rigid. Not 
only raw materials but machinery and tools were seized. German 
engineers and directors of German industry ransacked Belgian 
factories for machinery which was forthwith sent to (lerinany. 
In case such machinery could not be removed, it was broken up 
and pieces shipped to German factories. There were subse- 
quently identified in Germany 24, *508 Belgian machines. A large 
number of factories were seized and worked by the Germ.ins ; a 
large number destroyed and many more w’t*re marked for de- 
struction. Of the 57 blast furnaces existing in Belgium, 26 had 
been razed to the ground, 20 were severely damaged, and 11 only 
remained fit for use at the end of the war. The coaUinines were 
spared, Germany having need of them, but when the Germans 
were forced to retreat in the fall of 1918, orders were given to 
destroy them completely. Thej?c orders wore not carried out, 
however, as the Germans wx*re restrained by the cMphatic threats 

^ Pirenne, ihid. 
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of econoiTiic reprisals from outside powers, if they did not desist 
from their purpose. 

Thus the economic policy of the masters of Belgium aimed 
at two things, the utilization by the Germans for their own ends 
of all the resources and machinery of Belgian industry that 
they could so use, and the destruction, partial or complete, of the 
rest. This destruction would, in their opinion, serve two useful 
ends, the })ermanent or j^rolonged crippling of Belgian industry 
to the advantage of German indu.‘ try in the economic competition 
of the future, and the justification of the policy of deportation 
of Belgian working-men to Germany. 

For this deportation was the next thing on the programme. 
Deportation had begun early in the war as a punishment for 
tliose who refused to work for the Germans, for those who in- 
curred the disfavor of the German authorities. It was now 
possible, with the breakdown of Belgian industry and the con- 
sequent throwing out of work of multitudes of Belgian laborers, 
to systematize and generalize this practice. As the direct and 
inevitable result of German policy, the unemployed of Belgium 
numbered many hundreds of thousands. Reduced to beggary, 
threatened with starvation, something must be done. The mu- 
nicipalities, by starting various public works, sought to give 
ein{)loymcnt to these unhapf)y masses, only to find themselves 
suddenly forbidden by the German autliorities to continue. If 
there was to be any relief for unenqiloyment, it was to be of 
German invention and under the ausjiices of Germany. It was 
announced that if Belgian working-men between the ages of 18 
and 50 would go to Germany to work, they would receive good 
wages and that the municipalities would then be permitted to 
provide em])loyment for those under eiglitccn or over fifty. As 
this offer was not accepted, for reasons that reejuire no explana- 
tion, another method was adojited. If laborers would not go 
of their own volition, they should be compelled to go. In the 
fall of 1916 the ^military authorities began the application of 
tlie new jiolicv. All men between the ages of 17 and 60 were 
ordered to ]>rescnt themselves at indicated ])1aces. The military 
authorities then made their selection of those who were to be 
sent to Germany or to the fighting areas. The unlucky ones 
wore then ])acked into trains and shipped off to various destina- 
tions. Ordered to work, to sign labor contracts, most of them 
refused and w'cre subjected forthwith to cruel and barbarous 
treatment designed to break their spirit of resistance. The Ger- 
mans appeaft’ed before the world in ihe second decade of the 
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twentieth century as slave-drivers. About a hundred and fifteen 
thousand bf the able-bodied men of Belgium were thus deported 
either to Germany or to the fighting front. The system failed 
to yield the results that were expected by its authors, but it 
caused tlie death of considerable numbers, either because of the 
Allied bombardment, if they were in the exposed areas, or be- 
cause of tlie inhuman treatment to which many were subjected 
if they were recalcitrant and refused to obey the commands of 
their masters. Even those who made a semblance of working 
rendered as inefficient service as they could. 

This policy, though on the whole a failure, was continued, with 
some momentary relaxation, until the armistice. The advan- 
tages drawn from it w^ore comparatively slight. But it was worse 
than a failure, it was a monstrous blunder. The indignation 
aroused throughout the world by this revival of slave-driving, 
did the German cause no good. Neutrals were indignant, and 
the United States was one of the neutrals at the time this ill- 
omened programme w'as instituted. One of the earliest and one 
of the most influential denunciations of the inhumanity of the 
deportations came from Cardinal ^fercier, the loading prelate of 
Belgium, wdio protested to the Governor-General in these words : 

I will not believe that tlie imperial autliorities have said their 
last word. They will consider our unmerited sufferings, the 
reprobation of the civilized world, the judgment of history, the 
chastisement of God.” 

While the German authorities show^ed themselves quite callous 
to such considerations, their procedure was costly for themselves 
as well as quite unremunerative. It alienated still further the 
world’s public opinion. It caused the iron to enter into the soul 
of Belgium more deeply than anything else had done, and it left 
behind it a record of horror that will not quickly disappear from 
the memories of men. 

Not only did the Germans aim to destroy the economic ])ros- 
perity of Belgium, not only did they merciles.sly^ exploit Belgium’s 
resources in men and in materials for their own advantage, not 
only did they labor to prepare for an economic absorption or 
control of Belgium after the war, but they did their best to 
disintegrate ami destroy the Belgian nation. To thi># end, wdiich 
they pursued from the beginning of the war to its close, they 
endeavored to stimulate and accentuate* whatever parties, what- 
ever differences of opinion, existed among the Belgians. Partic- 
ularly did they exyfloit the language differences which had existed 
since time immemorial, and which had, in the yearls before the 
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war, led to serious contentions, dividing the country into two 
distinct, conflicting camps. Belgium, politically united, had 
never known unity of language. Its population possessed two 
mother tongues, not one, French and Flemish, the latter a lan- 
guage similar^ to the Dutch, and allied to the German. French 
was the language of the southern, or Walloon, part of the king- 
dom, Flemish of the northern. The last official census before the 
war, that of 1910, showed an approximately even division among 
the two. Out of a population of 7,423,784, more than 2,800,000 
s])oke exclusively French, more than 3,200,000 exclusively Flem- 
ish, and about 870,000 spoke both. Language differences had, 
in Belgium, as elsewhere in Europe, become more pronounced 
than ever during the previous half-century, and had given rise to 
animated and sometimes bitter controversies. Those speaking 
one language had become increasingly sensitive to any superior- 
ity, any privileged position possessed by those speaking the 
other, and in Belgium the French liad long occupied such a 
position, owing to the fact that it was a great European lan- 
guage, with a rich historical and literary tradition. As early 
as 1850 a political movement was under way aiming to acquire 
for the Flemish a larger share in the national life, and gradually 
an important body of legislation had been enacted regulating 
the use of Flemish in official acts and publications, in the judicial 
and administrative s])liere, in |)rimary and secondary education. 
But the ‘‘ Flamingants,’’ as the militant leaders of this Flemish 
movement were called, were still unsatisfied and aspired to other 
con(juests. ''Inhere were in Belgium four universities, those of 
Brussels, Louvain, Ghent and Liege. The two last-named were 
state universities, organized by the state, supported by the pub- 
lic treasury. The two former were what we would call private 
institutions in the sense that they were not controlled by the state. 
Of these ‘‘ free ” universities one, Louvain, was frankly (\itholic, 
controlled by the t'hurch, and the other, that of Brussels, founded 
by the Liberals of the ca])ital, was a lay institution, excluding 
all dogmatic conteptions from its programme. In all four uni- 
versities French was the language of instruction and adminis- 
tration. 

For veaj’s before the outbreak of the Great War, the Flemish 
party had advocated the transformation of one of the two state 
institutions, that of Ghent, into a Flemish university by the 
dethronement of French and the adoption of Ilemish as the 
language in w'^ich its courses should be given. Was it not fair 
that a population comprising half j)f the inhabitants of Bel- 
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gium sliould have a university of its own? This controversy 
about the University of Ghent was burning brightly in 1914, 
generating much unpleasant heat. 

The Germans, soon masters of the bilingual kingdom, saw, 
as they thought, in this situation a favorable opportunity to 
divide the Belgians in order better to rule them and ultimately 
to split their nationality asunder, destroying it piecemeal. The 
Machiavellianism was rather heavy but it was to prove persistent, 
although unsuccessful. At the beginning of the invasion the 
authorities of all four institutions had decided not to open the 
universities, in order that the students might have full liberty 
to join the army, a liberty which they magnificently used. Gen- 
eral von Bissing invited the professors of the University of Ghent 
to reopen their courses. They unanimously refused. Somewhat 
later it was announced that the university would be transformed 
into a Flemish institution under the name of “Vlaarnasche 
Hoogeschool ” and on December 31, 1915, a decree w as issued 
by Bissing ordering this change. 

The manoeuvre was too obvious and too gross. If the German 
authorities imagined that their tactics would be gratefully ap- 
preciated by tlie Flemish party, they were soon undeceived. 
From every corner of the land came indignant ])rotests, and none 
more speedy or more vehement than those expressed by the Flem- 
ish leaders. Addressing the Governor-General directly, they 
wrote: ‘‘Honor and dignity are also, for an occu})ied country, 
priceless possessions. How' would history judge us, Flemings 
as we are, if, at a time when our sons are still figliting in the 
trenches, we should acce})t advantages from the concjucror, even 
in the form of a bestowal of a right. In the past our ])eoplc 
have always insisted u})on regulating their own affairs in their 
own country.” 

In order to terrorize the professors of the University of Ghent 
wdio declined to be his tools, the Governor-General ordered the 
arrest and the deportation as {)risoners to Germany without the 
slightest semblance of a trial, of two of th(‘ir most eminent col- 
leagues, Henri Ib’renne and Paul Fredericcj, whose infliK^tice over 
.them he feared. The only result was a collective [)rotest of the 
faculty of Ghent. « 

Von Hissing’s attempt to create his “ Flemish ” universitv w^as 
a sorry comedy. He was obliged to resort to the services of a 
professor of the University of Munich to organize the new' 
“ Hoogeschool ” and to round up a body of inshvuctors and of 
students. This recruiting ^sergeant, after much labor and many 
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humiliations, was able to get together a hybrid teaching staff 
composed of a few renegade Belgians, a few Dutchmen, and 
many Germans, “ cHchritcs inconmies^"" to quote Brand Whit- 
lock’s description, and a student body of perhaps two hundred, 
allured by various devices some of which were of a quite excep- 
tional nature in the academic world, such as the promise of extra 
food rations, and in a number of cases, the privilege of choosing 
between a career of forced labor in Germany or of following the 
courses at Ghent. A refinement in educational policy was pre- 
sented in the omission of Belgian history from the curriculum 
of the University. 

The University, thus renovated, was solemnly inaugurated 
under the high patronage of the German authorities, the King 
of Bavaria honoring tlie occasion with his jiresence. It was, 
however, not destined to a long or a distinguished career. The 
wretched farce was soon brought to a close by the unexpected 
ap])roach of Allie(^l victory. The Germans reckoned without their 
host when they counted on the Flemings to help in the dismem- 
berment of Belgium. The transformation of the University of 
Ghent was, in the words of Mr. Whitlock, ‘‘ to be used as the 
thin wedge which, as tliey hojied, would divide the Belgian people 
and enable them to kill the very soul of the nation they had 
already violated and desjioiled.” This hope was doomed to utter 
(lisap])ointment. The spirit of Belgian nationality and of Bel- 
gian resistance was only strengtliened by the sinister attack. 

Another and more elaborate attempt to effect this disintegra- 
tion of the Belgian nation, the one constant aim of the German 
comjuerors, was the division, jiroclaimed in March 1917, of Bel- 
gium into two distinct jiarts, Flanders or the Flemish part to 
be administered from Brussels, and Wallonia or tlie French part 
to be administered troin Namur. Fiach was to have its own 
ministry. In Flanders, Fleniisli was proclaimed the so! ’ official 
language. In Wallonia, on the other hand, Flemish and German 
were to be considered official languages, along with French. A 
number of Belgians, the so-called ‘‘ Activist Party,” consented 
to be the tools of the German invaders in this projected ruin of 
their country. But the nation as a whole rejected peremptorily 
and with (lontempt this malign scheme made in Germany, and 
all its agents. A new ex])losion of public feeling showed the 
futility of the German purpose unless it should constantly be 
sup])ortcd bv the success of German arms. When the fortunes 
of war turnedf this project necessarily lapsed, as did so many 
others. 
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While these assaults upon the soul of Belgium were in progress 
the body was in peril. The dislocation and destruction of the 
economic life of the country, systematically pursued, had its 
inevitable result. From the earliest days starvation impended 
and was only conjured away by a vast system of , international 
relief in which the Allied Governments and the Commission for 
the Relief of Belgium, organized by Herbert Hoover, were the 
agents. By various means, public and private, vast amounts 
of foodstuffs were imported year after year, and distributed in 
the face of manifold difficulties, natural and artificial. While 
the Belgian people were thus being kept alive by the financial 
aid of the Allied governments and by private charity, the in- 
vaders were requisitioning various supplies for their own use 
and that of their compatriots. Besides the requisitions of Bel- 
gian produce, thev sent home to Germany 92,000 horses (out of 
317,000), 560,000 head of horned stock (out of 1,879,000), 
250,000 pigs (out of 1,494,000), 3,000 sheep, and 1,690,000 
fowls. 

Such, then, were some of the blows that rained down upon the 
Belgians during four long years. The martyrdom of Belgium 
was no figure of speech but a grim and protracted reality. Yet 
the long torture of body and of soul did not crush the spirit 
of this ijeople, nor cause it to capitulate before the oppressor. 
The honor of this small state was preserved untarnished by its 
citizens. And it should not be forgotten that, though the land 
and its resources were tightly held and exploited by the foreigner, 
though the King and his government were fugitives wdio had 
found a refuge upon the soil of France, though Havre and not 
Brussels was for the time being the capital of Belgium, and 
though the Belgian people found themselves faced by gigantic 
problems and ]:)rovided with few^ means for their solution, yet 
they found a way of keeping in the field an army of 75,000 men 
with as many more in reserve, and thus contributed what they 
could to the general outcome of the war. If any one wishes to 
know what the contrary result would have meant for the world, 
what a German peace would have been like, he has only to remem- 
ber the treatment meted out during the war to occupied Belgium 
and occupied France, he has only to recall the te«rms of the 
Treaty of Brest-Litovsk, the Treaty of Bucharest. 

But the peace that w^as to end the World War was to be 
dictated, not by the Germans, but by the victorious Allies. For 
the Belgians the most important question was tluit of the future 
international status of thecr country. They desired ‘the revision 
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of the treaties of 1839 in the light of the instructive and costly 
experiences of the war. Those treaties had declared the per- 
petual neutralization of Belgium under the guarantee of the 
signatory powers. Events had proved that that guarantee was 
not worth the paper it was written on. The Belgians now 
wished the recognition of their untrainmeled right to make 
treaties of alliance, of defence, and to act in military matters as 
they should see lit. This right they now secured. The Treaty of 
Versailles states that as the treaties of 1839 “ no longer conform 
to the requirements of the situation ” they are abrogated and 
will be replaced by other treaties. As a matter of fact, they have 
since been replaced by a defensive military alliance with France. 
Thus the regime of neutrality under which Belgium had so long 
lived has been definitely abandoned, as has that of Luxemburg 
also, by specific clauses of the Treaty of Versailles. The neutral- 
ity of Switzerland alone remains. 

But the Belgians also wished a revision of the territorial pro- 
visions of the treaties of 1839 which deprived tl)cm of certain 
territories which they consideiaal rightfully theirs and whose 
possession was essential to the defence of their country, as, they 
held, the war had abundantly prove*!. But in this matter, as in 
that of the ([uestion of the Scheldt, which they hoped to have 
reopened, they were doomed to disap|)ointment. The Treaty of 
Versailles was the work of the Five Great Powers. As Belgium 
was not one of the five, she was shut out from their deliberations. 
Her people felt that they had not been given a proper chance 
to present and defend their interests. Their only territorial 
gains were the two Prussian cantons of Mahnedy and Eupen, 
and, in former German East Africa, the districts of Ruanda 
and ITrundi, ceded to Belgium as mandatory of the l.cague of 
Nations, Great Britain securing the mandate for the rest, that 
is, for over nine-tenths of the former German colony. Belgium 
was not able to retain control over all the African territories 
she had conquered. 

With the connng of peace and the return of the royal gov- 
ernment to Brussels, Belgium was confronted, as was every other 
country, with the formidable problems of the removal of the 
wreckage the war and the reconstruction of a terribly dis- 
organized and impoverished society. The national debt had 
enormously increased, two-and-a-half million people, that is, a 
third of the population, were kept alive only by the aid of public 
relief, industry and commerce had been damaged and mangled 
beyond retwgnition. To the vast ayd varied work of national 
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rehabilitation, the Belgians applied themselves with zeal and 
with noteworthy success. Gradually economic life revived, in 
some branches with unexpected rapidity. New and heavy taxes 
were assumed, but it was clear that the restoration of the national 
finances was dependent upon the payment by Germany for the 
damages she had committed. Belgium would therefore inevitably 
have a continuing and vital interest in the success of the system 
of reparations decreed by the Treaty of Versailles. Belgian 
policy was almost certain to be the same as that of France, 
since the situation and the necessities of the two nations were 
similar. The close co-operation of tlie governments of the two 
countries during the period following the war lay in the nature 
of things, and what was to be expected has thus far been real- 
ized. The two governments have gone hand in hand toward the 
same goal, undisturbed by any serious divergence of interest. 

Within the strictly domestic domain an important change was 
made in the institutions of Belgium after the armistice. TTnder 
pressure from the Socialists, parliament established in 1919 uni- 
versal manhood suffrage at the age of 21. The Catholic i)arty 
demanded, as com[)ensation, that the vote be also given to women. 
The parliament yielded to the extent that women were given the 
right to vote in communal, but not in parliamentary elections. 
The first elections under the new system, held on November 16, 
1919, resulted in the loss by the Catholic j)arty of the majority 
it had enjoyed since 1884, and in considerable Socialist gains. 

A question that has latterly much aroused ])ublic opinion, 
generating a heated controversy-, is that of the transformation 
of the University of Ghent, the substitution in all its courses of 
instruction of the Flemish language for the French. What the 
Flemish people had desired before the advent of the Germans, 
what they had indignantly rejected at the liands of the (Germans, 
they still desired. And now that the intruder Inul been thrown 
back into his own country it was felt that the (jucstion might 
properly be reopened and decided on its merits, by the Belgians 
themselves, without any immixture of foreigii influence. The 
debates in parliament on this matter, in 1922 and 1928, were 
passionate and inconclusive, but it seemed likely that the Flemings 
would, in the end, achieve tlieir object, though ()erh/jips not in 
the precise form or to (juite the extent desired. 

Since the establishment of the League of Nations, Belgium has 
played a considerable ])art in its operations. From its inception 
she has been one of the members of the Council, an/^ the president 
of the first Assembly was ^ Belgian, M. Paul Hymans. 
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CONTEMPORARY ITALY 

Of those countries of western Europe whicli liad been victors in 
tlie World War, Italy is tlie one that has had, perhaps, the most 
troubled history since the signing of the armistice in the clearing 
of tlie forest of Compiegne on November 11, 1918. Some of the 
reasons for this unhappy state of affairs lie upon the surface 
and are easily understood. Others are less obvious, more complex 
and arc connected with certain features of her previous evolution, 
and with certain characteristics of the national psychology. 
Victory had left Italy, as it had left the other Entente powers, ex- 
hausted and severely bruised and gashed. The return to the 
normal, to the life that had been known before the war, was not 
to be as easy or as rapid as men in their credulity and their 
craving for peace had imagined. The illusion that peace is a 
wizard’s charm, cajiable, by a wave of a wand, of exorcising the 
evils of the body ])olitic, was destined everywhere to be rudely 
dispelled, and in no country more drearily than in Italy. Peace 
was seen to be, not an open sesame to hap])iness and prosperity? 
but a disconcerting jumble of good and evil, somewhat rough 
and unsavory in taste, in short, bittersweet. 

Hardly had Italy issued from her war in Tripoli which, though 
successful, had been costly and had imposed upon her budget 
a heavy ffnaiicial burden which she had not yet had time to 
ligliten, than the European conflict broke out in August, 1914. 
For nine months Italy remained neutral, torn between two con- 
tradictory sentiments. She did not desire war, knowing from 
her fresh experience the burden it entails and which was, in this 
case, by reason of the magnitude of the combat, bound to be 
aggravated and incalculable. But, on the other hand, participa- 
tion in tlui war offered her a unique opportunity to realize some 
of her fondest dreams, the bringing within the kingdom of those 
Italians whom the work of the Risorgimento had been compelled 
to leave outside, the redeeming of Italia Irredenta, the flnal 
and complete achievement of her national unity, begun by Cavour 
fifty years* before, and carried far, but not far enough. Apart 
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from this interest, often unsympatheticall v re])resented as purelv 
selfish, tliougli it was no more selfish than the legitimate national 
aspirations which otlier peoples, including our own, had expressed 
and realized in the course of their history? there was an idealistic 
side to Italy’s intervention in the war, too often ignored abroad 
but very real. From the beginning of hostilities there was, in 
Italy, a popular sympathy with the Allied cause, which grew 
steadily in strength as the months passed, with their revelation 
of the deep meaning of the issues at stake. This moral response 
of the Italian people to tlie challenge of the crisis is one of the 
prominent reasons for Italian intervention in the war and 
explains the impatience of the masses with the delays of a real- 
istic official policy and the general enthusiasm when the govern- 
ment finally gave way to popular pressure and enlisted in the 
fight on the side of the Entente. 

Italy’s services to the Allied cause were important and invalu- 
able. The war was a rude affair for every nation caught within 
its grip. Italy, like her allies, experienced grave reverses as well 
as notable successes and some of her leaders, military and polit- 
ical, proved inadequate to their task. But w ithout the Italians 
the Allies never could have won the war, a remark which may 
be made of every nation in turn. Had they not fought on the 
Carso, what would have liappened in France.? The collective 
effort of all w^as essential to the salvation of each, and it is idle 
and invidious to seek to award the palm for courage and brav- 
ery and endurance among so many valorous combatants. 

Very heavy were the losses sustained by Italy as the result 
of her participation in the war. She had called more than five 
and a half million men to the colors. Nearly half a million of 
these had been killed, nearly a million had been seriously wounded 
and of this million more than two hundred thousand were per- 
manently disabled. There was a widespread feeling among 
Italians that tlieir Allies did not sufficiently aj)preciate the mag- 
nitude or the significance of these losses, a feejing that was to 
embitter the difficult days that were to come. It is easy to 
imagine how different the outcome w^ould have been had Italy 
made this effort, not for the Entente, but for the Central Powers 
with wdiich she had been allied for thirty years and more. 

With the advent of y^eace and the meeting of the Conference 
of Paris came disillusionment and disaj)})ointment for the Ital- 
ians and bitter and protracted contentions with their recent 
partners on the field of battle. The ])owers th«t entered the 
Peace Conference entered twith numerous formal c(';mmitnients 
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which they had been driven to make during the dark and critical 
days of the war. These agreements were justified by the gravity 
of the situation. One of the most important was the Treaty 
of London, of April 1915, by which, in return for her co-opera- 
tion, explicit, promises were made to Italy by France, Great 
Britain and Russia in regard to Tyrol, Istria, Dalmatia, 
southwestern Asia Minor and the islands of the Dodecanese. 
These pledges set forth the territorial rewards that Italy should 
receive in case of a common victory. They were exacted by the 
Italian government and were freely consented to by the leading 
Allied powers. They were binding in lionor upon the parties 
concerned, unless international agreements may be converted into 
scraps of paper wliencvcr they are questioned or are found, for 
one reason or another, inconvenient. These agreements, along 
W'ith others concluded at different times with Ja]:)an, Roumania 
and other countries, were made in tlie form of treaties, the 
famous “ Secret Treaties ” which formed one of the harde.st bones 
of contention thrown among the conferees of Paris. 

But the situation in 1918 was very different from what it 
had been in 1915. The Tnited States had entered the conflict 
in 1917, had contributed much to tlie final outcome, 
and the terms of the armistice had recognized, with certain 
reservations, as tlie basis and criterion of the future peace, the 
Fourteen Points of President Wilson, and the subsequent Four 
Princi])les, and Four Ends and Five Partieulars enunciated by 
him during the year 1918. The ])owers, convened in the 
diplomatic halls of Paris, were confronted with a mass of linen 
which needed to be cleaned and ironed out. Did the Secret 
Treaties agree with each other and did the President’s dicta 
agree with each other and did the two sets of affirmations agree 
with each other, or were they mutually repellent and destructive. 
The matter was not as simple as it seemed to many who brought 
the simple mind to the contemplation of international affairs. 
There was abundant material here for strong argument and for 
subtle casuistry, 'enough to satisfy the cravings of the most con- 
tentious or the most metaphysically inclined. A council of 
Byzantine theologians would have been content with the oppor- 
tunity off«*red for the exercise of their special talents in the art 
of fine-spun exegesis. 

Of these treaties the one destined to enjoy the grcate.st edeb- 
rity was that which concerned Italy, the Pact of liondon, made 
in consideration of her participrition in the war. Generally 
called “ secret,” it was secret onl^ in a Pickwickian sense. 
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Its terms were known almost at once and with substantial 
accuracy to the Jugo-Slavs, the people most immediately affected. 
It, and the other secret treaties, w'ere, according to the testi- 
mony of Ambassador Page, made known to President Wilson by 
Mr. Balfour in the early summer of 1917. Thjs is the sort 
of thing you have to do when you are engaged in a war,” said 
Mr. Balfour as he told the President of the territorial arrange- 
ments with Italy. It was later said that tlie President only 
officially ” heard of these secret treaties at the Conference of 
Paris. The distinction seems, to tlie lay mind, one without a 
diiference. 

But, without venturing further into the mazes of this partic- 
ular labyrinth, and fixing our attention closely upon the obvious 
realities of the situation confronting the assembled diplomats 
of Paris, we must recognize at once that one of their most 
carking cares arose out of this problem of Italy’s future fron- 
tiers. The problem was rendered all the more ])er{)lexing by 
the demand of Italy for Fiume, a place not covered by the Pact 
of London, and which the Jugo-Slavs considered should by all 
rights be assigned to them as their natural and only [)ossible good 
port. The opposing nationalistic asj)irations of Italy and Jugo- 
slavia clashed along the eastern Adriatic and an adjustment 
between them was only reached after vast vexation of s|)irit, 
pretty generally distributed among all the parties to the contro- 
versy. This Italo- Jugoslav conflict was acute from the moment 
it first began to darken the deliberations of the Conference of 
Paris and remained acute and unsettled for many months after 
that Conference had adjourned. Its history has been already 
given in the chaj)tcr on the rise of Jugo-Slavia and need not 
be repeated here. Suffice it to say here that that history 
was characterized by repeated crises, many surprises, astonishing 
vicissitudes. England and Prance, having signed the Pact of 
London, were ready to carry out its provisions hut were willing, 
and even anxious, to solve the problem in any practical way that 
could win the consent of their ally, Italy. But Ihe Italian claims 
found a pronounced o{)ponent in President Wilson who consid- 
ered that they conflicted flatly with his j)rinciples, which had 
been accepted as the basis of the armistice. Point Nline of the 
famous Fourteen had stated that the peace should effect a recti- 
fication of the frontiers of Italy along clearly recognized lines 
of nationality,” and certainly the Pact of liOndon violated that 
principle by providing for tlie annexation to Ikily of several 
hundreds of thousands of Jugo-Slavs. While this vexatious dis- 
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cussion raged, the English and American newspapers generally 
asserted that Italy had spoiled her case by accepting the Four- 
teen Points. But this, as a matter of fact, she had never done. 
Just as England had refused to recognize as binding that 
“ point ” which asserted the freedom of the seas, “ alike in peace 
and in war,” and just as Point Ten had proclaimed the con- 
tinuance of the existence of Austria-Hungary as desirable, a 
point which the President himself had since dropped, so in the 
discussion of the acceptance of *he Fourteen Points as the basis 
of the armistice, Italy had made a reservation, Orlando having 
formally declared that he must make such a reservation to Point 
Nine as it was “ liable to interpretations which Italy could not 
accept.” As this reservation was as important for Italy as 
England’s was for England, as ])rcsumably one reservation does 
not differ from another in glory, or in moral force, this attitude 
of the Italian Government should, in justice to Italy, have been 
given a publicity wliicli it has, as a matter of fact, never received, 
perhaj)s owing to the negligence of the Italian Government itself, 
in not advertising it. 

The discussion concerning Italy’s .Adriatic frontiers disturbed 
the Conference mightily and convulsed the public press. Re- 
peated were the attempts made to draw a line that should suit 
Italy and the President, attemj)ts as vain as those made by 
ingenious or ambitious minds to sejuare the circle. All were 
blocked by the President’s firm stand. The heat generated by 
this controversy threatened at one time to consume the w'ork of 
the Conference. It was raised to the point of incandescence 
when President AVilson aj^pealed directly to the Italian people, 
over the head of their Government, to acce})t his solution of 
the problem. The result of this unprecedented violation of 
universally recognized and correct international usage w’as ex- 
actly w'hat might have been expected. It infuriated the Italians 
and jeojiardi/ed the work of the Conference. It is not difficult 
to imagine the national ebullition that would ha\e occuiied in 
America had the head of any foreign state assumed to bring 
pressure upon the I’resident and the Congress by asking the 
American people to su})[)ort him, not them. ^ ^ ^ 

The dangerous contention continued and w'as intensified. New 
propositions w’orc made from one side or anothei, v'ariants of 
each other. It came to be recognized that the Adriatic pioblem 
could not be solved as long as Mr. Wilson was in the White 
House, or rather as long as he was in real power. The boundary 
of Italy artd Jugo-Slavia was not drawn by the Conference of 
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Paris but was ultimately settled, as already explained above, ^ by 
direct negotiation between the two countries concerned, and was 
incorporated in the Treaty of Rapallo of November 12, 1920. 

By the final settlement of this troublesome Adriatic problem, 
Italy acquired most of Istria and a strip of tcrritor,y connecting 
it with Fiumo, but not Fiume itself, wliich was recognized as a 
fully independent state, a state consisting of about eight square 
miles of territory and a population of about fifty thousand. 
Italy renounced most of Dalmatia assigned to her by the Pact 
of London, with the particular exception of the town of Zara, 
which was made a free city under Italian sovereignty. By tlie 
Treaty of Rapallo, which entered into force February 2, 1921, 
Italy acquired about 3»‘i()0 square miles of territory and about 
910,000 inhabitants. 

By the Treaty of Saint-Germain with Austria, previously 
concluded, Italy acquired all of the Tyrol south of the Brenner 
Pass, with a population of about 650,000. Her total acquisitions 
in Plurope tlms amounted to over 7,300 square miles of territory 
and somewhat less than 1,600,000 inhabitants. 

Italy’s new European boundaries were not drawn along 
clearlj" recognized lines of nationality.” Both in the north and 
in the northeast the boundaries clearly ])assed beyond those 
lines. In that |)art of the Tvrol which was henceforth to be 
included in the Italian kingdom were about 250,000 German- 
speaking peoples, all of whose sympathies were witli Austria and 
who resented this transfer to an alien people. In the new 
Adriatic possessions were half a million or more Slavs, whose 
manifest inclinations were toward association with the new Jugo- 
slav state. Thus in the completion of the work of national 
unification begun in 1859 by Cavour, in the redeeming of their 
unredeemed broth(*rs the Italians now created new irredentisnis, 
and annexed sources of disaffection, likely to fester and to plague 
the future of the kingdom. Tlie situation was now reversed and 
instead of hundreds of thousands of Italians subject to Austrian 
control, there were now hundreds of thousands of the former 
subjects of Austria, resentful of their new status as compulsory 
subjects of the House of Savoy. The situation was not one 
conducive to the permanent y)eace of FiUroj)C. It slw)uld, how- 
ever, be said that the number of the new ‘‘ unredeemed ” was 
somewhat smaller than that of the old. Numerically there was a 
certain gain. 

In still another direction the Italians entertain^*d aspirations 
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which they were, in the end, unable to realize. They wished to 
establish their control and influence in Albania, a country about 
the size of Vermont and lying opposite the heel of the Italian 
peninsula. Thus guarding the eastern shores of the entrance 
to the Adriajtic sea, as well as the western, they might hope to 
make that sea an Italian lake. The situation seemed for a while 
favorable to such an enterprise. The newest of states, Albania, 
created in 191J1, had disaj)peared at the first touch of the war 
of 1914 and was a derelict u])on the waters. The war aroused 
the covetousness of several of Albania’s neighbors, eager to seize 
or to divide the prize. The Austrian armies over-ran a large 
part of Albania and the Serbs and Greeks and Italians either 
sent troops into certain regions or staked out claims which only 
victory could transform into anything real and substantial. In 
June, 1917, Italy ])roclaimed the independence of Albania under 
Italian protection, and when the Austrian troops retreated, in 
the fall of the following year, the greater part of the country 
was occuj)ied by Italian troops, while Serbian troops and an 
Inter-Allied contingent held certain sections. 

Meanwhile the Albanians themselves were showing a tendency 
to take a hand in shaping their future destinies. Permitted by 
the Italians to form a new national ])rovisional government 
within the area of their occupation, they were })reparing the way 
for the re-establishment of Albanian independence. Albania’s 
case was ])resented by an Albanian delegation at the Conference 
of Paris in 1919. The general tangle over the Adriatic question 
prevented the Conference from reaching any definite conclusion 
concerning Albania. I^resident Wilson forbade the partitioning 
of the country. The Italians, it was asserted, were hoping for 
a mandate over this very mountainous and tumultuous territory. 
It was (juite evident that they intended to stay. Italian officials 
gave olFeiice to native sentiment by a lack of tact and s>inpathy, 
and the agreements by which Italy was to hand over parts of 
Albania to Greece and Jugo-Slavia naturally aroused great dis- 
satisfaction. 

The situation soon developed into one favorable to the display 
by the Albanians of one of their special talents. Past-masters 
in the art 4)f guerilla warfare, their bands of irregulars attacked 
the Italian troops, which had been reduced to a dangerous mini- 
mum and which were further weakened by malaria. They pressed 
the Italians hard, finally virtually shutting them up in Valona 
and that city *vas itself attacked in June, 1920. While the at- 
tack was i*epclled, the Italians wero in no mood for further 
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Dfars and the veteran politician Giolitti, who had just become 
prime minister, decided to end this unpromising enterprise. The 
result was an agreement whereby Albanian independence was 
completely recognized and the Italian troops were withdrawn. 
In September 1920 the evacuation occurred. Evei\ Valona was 
abandoned, the Italians retaining only the island of Saseno which 
is supposed to dominate that harbor, the possession of which had 
recently seemed so important to multitudes of Italians. 

Thus ended Italy’s Albanian adventure. That youthful and 
precarious state, wdiich had in seven years known such uyis and 
downs and which had been seriously threatened with extinction, 
had managed to survive the tumult of the times and the ills of 
infancy, and was evidently destined to a modest [dace in the 
rather promiscuous and j)oorly assorted, as well as quite con- 
tentious, family of nations. No one knows how large its popu- 
lation is but it is estimated at over eight hundred thousand. 
Its government consists of a Diet, a ministry, and a Council 
of Regents composed of four members, two Moslems, one Roman 
Catholic and one Greek Orthodox, for this small country" has 
three religions, sturdily supported by their adherents. It is diffi- 
cult to classify tliis state, as, although it has Regents, it has, 
as yet, no king nor prince. Albania was formally admitted, in 
January 1921, to full membership in the League of Nations, 
Italy, Jugo-Slavia, and Greece, wliich so recently had jdanned 
her dismemberment, going on record as in favor of her admission. 
In 1922 an international commission was engagtal in drawing the 
boundaries of the new' state, not without difficulty and consid- 
erable popular perturbation. 

Italian asj)irations for territorial expansion were not limited 
to Europe, to the Tyrol and the eastern Adriatic, but extended 
beyond, to Africa and Asia. Only to a small degree, how'ever, 
W'ere her expectations destined to be realized. She had been 
promised by England and France that if those ])ow'ers gained 
African territory as a result of the war, she, too, should receive 
additions in that continent. But there was delay in carrying 
out the promise. The colony of Libya or Tripoli was enlarged 
by small concessions by France and by considerable ones by Eng- 
land, and Italy was also given by England a ])artfof British 
Somaliland along the Gulf of Aden. These additions to her 
colonial possessions were far from being commensurate with her 
desi res. 

Italy w'as destined to ultimate disappointmrat in another 
quarter. She was anxious^'to secure a foothold in Asia Minor, 
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opposite the islands of the Dodecanese, which she had won in 
her recent war with Turkey (1912), and in the various proposed 
divisions of Turkish territory, drawn up during the Great War 
by the Allied Powers, Southwestern Anatolia was to be her sphere 
of influence.. But all these arrangements, such as the Sykes- 
Picot agreement of 1916 and the Sevres Treaty of 1920, rested 
on too many contingencies and were destined, with the rise and 
success of the Turkish nationalist movement under Kemal Pasha, 
to go a-gliminering. The territorial charter of the new Turkey 
was not to be determined by those transient and ephemeral 
compacts but by the Treaty of Lausanne, which the Powers 
succeeded in making during tlie course of the year 1923. 

The total impression left upon the Italian mind by these 
post-war territorial adjustments, which we have thus passed in 
review^ was one of disappointment. The Italians had the feel- 
ing that they had come out of the little end of the horn, that 
they had been made to play third fiddle to their colleagues, 
PVance and England, which, they thought, had not supported 
their claims as they should have done. This feeling, though 
only partially justified, was, nevertheless, important in that it 
influenced the trend of public opinion and of policy. There 
w^as, during the yc‘ars immediately following the war, a distinct 
cooling of sentiment toward France and England and a certain 
revival of sentiment favorable to Germany, the ally of thirty 
years. The exaggerations and contradictions and devious ma- 
noeuvres of many of their own politicians during this period 
were ignored or glossed over by Italian public opinion, little 
considerate of the general interests of Europe and too inclined 
to nourish grievances, — in large measure imaginar>. But a 
sense of grievance, however ill-founded, may be a factor in his- 
tory as the annals of contemporary Italy were soon to show 
(juite ch'arly. 

During this period when the international position of Italy 
was being worked out in a way only partially satisfactory to 
the Italians, events of grave importance wore occurring in Italy 
itself. Foreign policy and domestic ])olicv can never be entirely 
separated and they react inevitably upon each other. For 
reasons of* convenience we have thus far considered the former. 
It is necessary now to examine the latter. Italy has since 1918 
gone through a severe and dangerous crisis in which the exist- 
ence of the state itself and of the national institutions has been 
at stake. Revolutionary parties, seeing in the necessarily hard 
conditions find inevitable distress of fche time a favorable oppor- 
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tunity for pushing their propaganda, became intensely active. 
A period of exceptional internal agitation followed upon the 
heels of the foreign war, threatening the political and social 
dissolution of the country. 

Italy suffered cruelly from the increase in the cpst of living 
which was everywhere the most obvious and most unavoidable 
legacy of the war. In none of the great countries of Europe 
did retail prices rise as high during the war. Taking the 
number 100 as the price unit, what cost 100 in 1914, cost 248 
in January 1918, and 399 in January 1919, while on the last 
mentioned date the price current in Paris was 248. There was 
a serious shortage in such essentials as coal, wheat, meat, sugar. 
The causes of this situation were the same in Italy as in other 
countries but the results were more accentuated. Government 
measures, intended to meet the situation, WTre inadequate and 
ineffective. By selling bread below cost, the government built 
up a huge deficit which only increased the derangement of the 
national budget created by the war. By granting subsidies to 
certain classes, idleness was encouraged. By limiting prices, 
goods were driven from the market, only to rea))pear, in time, 
higher than ever. The working classes,” says a recent Italian 
writer, ‘‘ were enjoying very high wages, and s(juandering their 
earnings, but were discontented because prices had risen, largely 
in consequence of the rise in wages. War profiteers, on the other 
hand, were seen indulging in an orgy of extravagance and 
vulgar display". It was only the people with fixed incomes who 
were really hard hit by the rise of prices and of taxation, but 
everybody alike grumbled and was dissatisfied. I'he extreme 
Socialist leaders exploited this situation for their own {)urposes, 
and encouraged the working-classes in the belief that they had 
been made to fight in the war for the benefit of the caj)italists, 
w'hile it was now their right to obtain an ever-increasing share 
in the nation’s wealth, with no corresj)on(ling obligation to work 
and produce. The example of Russia was made the most of, 
and by depicting the condition of that unhaj)py country as an 
earthly paradise, they persuaded large masses of people that 
if a similar regime w'ere introduced into Italy, everyone would 
be happy.” ^ <• 

The prevalent discontent began to ex[>ress itself shortly after 
the armistice, in a series of strikes in this trade and in that, and 
in every section of the country. Public officials, such as railway 
and post-office einploye(‘s, as well as tlie w'orkersrin private in- 
^ liUigi Villnri, in En^jclojmmlUi Jiritannim, XXXI,''()29. 
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dustries, struck or threatened to strike, and were generally 
awarded higher wages, which meant a further increase in the 
prices of commodities, an increase all the greater because ac- 
companied by a general disinclination to work and a consequent 
reduction of^ output at a time when more and not fewer goods 
were demanded because of tiie depletion or exhaustion of supplies 
by the operation of the war. These strikes were attended by 
more or less violence, rioting, pillaging of shops. The extreme 
Socialists, anxious to bring abtmt a revolution of the Russian 
type, helped the disorderly work along to the best of their 
ability, aided in this by the apathy of government officials who 
did nothing to prevent or suppress the outbreaks, cither because 
intimidated by the a])parent strength of the movement or because 
half-sympathizing with it. The policy of Nitti, who had become 
prime minister in June 1919, after the overthrow of Orlando, 
was characterized by extreme weakness, innumerable acts of 
violence by Socialists and Communists passing unreproved and 
unpunished. Charged by the nature of his office with the en- 
forcement of law and order, Nitti merely looked on, while tur- 
bulence and crime enjoyed a practical immunity. 

As the government was either unable or disinclined to dis- 
charge the ])rimal duties of all governments, the preservation of 
order and tlie suppression of lawless factions bent upon discredit- 
ing or overthrowing existing institutions, certain elements of 
the poj)ulation began to take it upon themselves to fight the 
forces of disorder and revolution with whatever weapons were 
at hand. These were principally ex-soldiers, young men of great 
energy and coming from all classes of society, men who had 
saved the country in war and were now’ resolved to save it in 
peace. Intensely nationalistic in feeling these men indignantly 
rejected the disintegrating internationalism of the Socialists, 
their constant depreciation of the national aims, their incessant 
disparagement of Italy’s victories in the war, their criticism and 
even defamation of tliose w'ho had wnjn it, their offensive exalta- 
tion of individuals wdio had played a scurvy part in the dark 
and des])erate days through w'hich the country liad recently 
passed, lukewarm adherents, sly purveyors of pessimism, even 
rank deserters from the army. This Association of Combatants, 
joined by committees of citizens resolved to react with whatever 
vigor they might against the corrupting and corrosive influences 
about them, was the nucleus of a movement, that of the Fascist!, 
W'hich was dei#ined to a great expansion and ultimately to a 
xiiost emphatic triumph. 
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But II was at first quite feeble, merely a beginning, merely a 
rallying point for those for whom patriotism was a real and 
precious thing, and who wished to maintain order and to preserve 
the national ideals and the national institutions. For the time 
being, however, adherents of this group were few in, number and 
poorly organized. 

In the first parliamentary elections held after the armistice 
(November, 1919), the Combatants, as they were called at this 
time, gained only thirty seats. The most numerous party re- 
turned was the Socialist with 156 seats ; the next largest the 
Popular or Catholic party with 101 seats. The Socialists had 
already adopted a revoIutionar\’ maximalist ” programme, had 
adhered to the Moscow Third International, having swallowed 
the Moscow programme whole, and aimed at tlie abolition of 
capitalism and tlie setting up of a Socialist republic of the 
Russian kind. The Catholics, while in general opposed to the 
Socialists, nevertheless contained an extreme wing whose })rin- 
ciplcs and methods differed little from theirs. These Catholic 
extremists were particularly active among the ])easants, and, 
though condemned by tlie bishops and even by the Vatican, they 
fanned the popular unrest. The remaining members of the new 
Chamber, most of them believers in tlie established constitutional 
institutions and practices of the country, iminy of them Nation- 
alists, were nevertheless divided into several parties and could 
therefore offer but an ineffective opposition to the more radical 
and aggressive elements. 

Such was the ])arliament, the most numerous party frankly 
revolutionary, the next most numerous, the Popular party, 
largely conservative, partly radical, bent ui)on following a pol- 
icy of its own instead of co-operating closely with the others, 
the rest divided and subdivided. 31 inis tries holding j)ower from 
such a body would probably be weak ministries, resting upon 
a precarious foundation, little inclined to a clear or vigorous 
policy. And weak, indeed, they proved to be. ^ 

The situation, then, favored the restless and subversive elements 
in the state and they exploited it to the full. On the opening 
of Parliament, the King was enthusiastically acclaimed by the 
majority, but the Socialists, shouting Long live Sociaiism,” 
ostentatiously left the Chamber. In return for this gratuitous 
insult to a popular monarch, who had played a very honorable 
part in the war and who was the embodiment of patriotic senti- 
ment, popular demonstrations of loyalty occurred ^and several of 
the Socialist members werc^ jiounced u])on and beateh. On the 
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other hand, the Socialist successes in the recent elections en- 
couraged radical labor leaders and discontented workingmen to 
renewed activity. The relaxation of discipline among govern- 
ment employees in the railway and postal services proceeded 
apace. Ih’esh strikes broke out among these classes, rendered 
partially unsuccessful by volunteers who offered to do the work 
so essential to the life of the nation, biit partially successful in 
that Nitti, the prime minister, came forwaid with concessions. 
Other strikes and disorders followed, strikes in :!otton mills, in 
the metal industries, and again on certain of the railways. 

The weak ministry of Nitti was forced out in May 1920 owing 
to general dissatisfaction with its internal policy or mockery of 
a policy, and Giolitti came in. Giolitti’s reappearance upon the 
scene was not reassuring. An old and battered parliamentary 
hand, Giolitti had bitterly opposed Italy’s entrance into the war 
and was widely considered a Germanophile. His access to 
power did not promise that re-invigoration of the national con- 
sciousness, that pride in the victory, that determination that 
those who had achieved it sliould receive the whole-hearted and 
official a})probation of tlie country, that position of honor and 
esteem to which tlieir deeds entitled them, which, in the opinion 
of the P’ascisti, were the things most necessary for the welfare 
and tlie moral health of Italy, the attainment of which, thc}^ 
considered, justified their movement. 

But before things were to get better for Italy they were to 
get worse. Under the Giolitti ministry, the internal troubles of 
the country were not only continued but entered upon a more 
aggravated phase. The street railway em])loyccs of Rome struck 
and were aided by the electricians, who cut the electric supply, 
leaving the town in darkness, and sympathetic strikes were 
ordered in most of the towns of Italy. Returning to work after 
a while they endeavored to carry out a demonstration with red 
flags, but were attacked by the peo})le who took occasion to 
wreck the offices of the leading Socialist newspapers and to beat 
up several Socialist deputies. In the metal trades workmen seized 
a number of factories and tried to compel the owners and man- 
agers to conduct them for the sole advantage of the laborers. 
The move^nent spread to the textile and chemical industries. 

Red Guards ” were organized, revolutionary tribunals set up, 
and outsiders trying to enter the factories were shot at. These 
essays in Coininunism passed unrebuked and unmolested by the 
authorities, ^he workingmen, finding it difficult to run the fac- 
tories witlmut the managers who kn^w the business, to get raw 
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materials and to market finished goods, ended by indulging to 
excess in the pleasures of the bowl and the factories became the 
scenes of some exceptionally convivial spectacles. As the con- 
flict continued it became, as such conflicts almost always do, 
more bitter and more dangerous. In some cases tlie leaders of 
the workmen broke open the safes and filched the contents. 
Clashes between individuals occurred and there were some mur- 
ders in which the “ red ” guards justified their name and color. 
Giolitti, the prime minister, who liad, without any sign of dis- 
pkasure, allowed the carnival of disorder to drag along uncon- 
scionably, at last decided that something must be done and 
summoned owners and workmen to meet him at Turin. An 
agreement was finally worked out which was accepted by the 
owners only under pressure from tlie government. The working- 
men finally evacuated the factories in which they had camped 
for several w'eeks, leaving them in a state of indescribable filth. 
After the factories liad been cleaned up, work was resumed but 
Italian industry had not gained much from this costly and dis- 
graceful experiment. 

Meanwhile agrarian disorder had broken out in various parts 
of Italy, large estates had been seized by the ])easantry, a few 
landlords had been murdered, more had been ruined. This 
movement had the support of the extreme wing of the Popular 
or Catholic party. While seriously disorganizing, and accom- 
panied by more or less violence, it did not go as far as the 
industrial disturbance just described. 

The public was becoming tired of these continued disorders 
and of the high-handed acts of an organized minority, and began 
to organize for self-defence. They rallied in increasing numbers 
to the Fascist!; the bourgeoisie, anxious to preserve their rights 
and their property, and many of the more solid workingmen and 
peasants and small landed proprietors joining the ex-oflicers and 
soldiers who had founded the Association of Combatants, already 
alluded to. The Socialists broke uj) into factions and a good 
number of the more moderate, disgusted by tlie actions of the 
extremists and the Communists, also joined the Fascist!. The 
latter, resolved to fight fire with fire, and to exact a tooth for 
a tooth, redoubled their activity, (iroups of Faseisth organized 
in almost every town throughout the country and found plenty 
to do. In Uologna a veritable “ red terror existed, adminis- 
tered by a band of extremists. Two moderate members of the 
city council having been shot by hired assassins in the city hall, 
the public arose in anger vn<l shook down tlie whole local BoF 
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shevist system. The Fascist! burned the Labor Exchange, which 
was the headquarters of the Communists. In many of the 
communes of Italy the Socialists or Communists had secured 
control of the municipal government and used their petty force 
tyrannically. Robbery, extortion, blackmail became rife. To 
root out these nests of local despotism became one of tbe chief 
undertakings of the Fascist!, who used methods which, as their 
leaders admitted, were far from being evangelical. Frequent 
were the clashes between them and the Communists, and many 
an affray resulted in the loss of human lives. The Italy of 
1920, with its passionate municipal and popular struggle, re- 
minded one a little of the Italy of the Age of Despots, when 
politics possessed many of the characteristics of war. 

Against this murky background of internecine dissension, 
which threatened the very existence of that nation which Cavour 
and Garibaldi and iNIazzini had created, the smooth and crafty 
Giolitti, past-master in all the tricks of parliamentary manipu- 
lation and intrigue, but essentially lacking faith and courage, 
was an unim])ressive figure from whom nothing fresh and vital 
was to be ox])ected. Too old to change either ideas or methods, 
too blase and cynical, Giolitti was inca])able of any bold and 
creative policy, of any action that should seize the imagination 
of the people or fire their energies. Little adjustments of ques- 
tions pending with foreign nations, timid and su]:)erficial measures 
of internal policy designed to tide the ministry along from day 
to day, this was all that could be cxi)ecled, and all that was 
forthcoming. Yet the country was seething with emotion, was 
craving leadershi[), was anxious to have someone give it a dom- 
inant note, a watchword that should lift it out of the slough 
of tlissatisfaction into which it had fallen, dissatisfaction with it- 
self and with the rest of the world. And neither Giolitti, nor Nitti, 
who wanted Giolitti’s place, could express that vigov< us feeling 
of nationalism, of ])ride in tbe army and in the achievements of 
the war, which were in the air, their own records in the war and 
in the subse(piei'^ discussions of the peace haAing been so dubi- 
ous, so little edifying. 

Giolitti fell from power in June 1921, and was succeeded by 
the weak ^ninistry of Ronomi, which, in turn, was succeeded, in 
February 1922, by the still weaker one of Facta. Whatever 
prestige parliament had ever possessed was being lapidW frit- 
tered awav and was now well-nigh gone. Alcaiiwhile Fascist! and 
Communists were fighting each other furiously. There was a 
general recrudescence of violence. »lhe former were growing 
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rapidly in numbers and in power. Street fighting occurred in 
Rome, and in Florence toward the end of May 65,000 Fascisti 
assembled, cut off all communication with the outside world, and 
bombed or burned the surrounding villages, forcing their Social- 
ist or Communist mayors to resign. The country »sceme(l to be 
on the brink of a general civil war. 

Toward the end of October 1922 events took a sudden and 
most dramatic turn. The Facta Ministry was in the last stage 
of decomposition. Its days were numbered. Behind the scenes 
the politicians were preparing the return to ])ower of the old 
parliamentary prestidigitator, Giolitti. In other words, the 
people of Italy, restless, dissatisfied, anxious for a leadership 
which would really lead, tired of governments lliat did not dare 
to govern, eager for the adoption and execution of fresh and 
vigorous policies of a constructive nature, adapted to tlie new 
situation created by the war, were to be treated merely to a new 
chapter of the old and discredited game of political mani})ulation, 
a game wdiich, in the opinion of the public, liad become utterly 
stale, flat and unprofitable. It was generally felt that the needs 
of Italy called for something more than sim])ly a new distribution 
of cabinet portfolios among parliamentary and ])arty hacks. 

This fervid, impatient national mood found a spokesman in 
that Fascist movement which we have seen battling its way up 
by rough and ready methods during the years of deceptive and 
imaginary peace which liad followed the Conference of T*aris. 
The word Facismo, the Italian name for this movement, was 
itself a programme. It was derived from the Latin fasces^ that 
bundle of twigs which Roman lictors carried round the axe, 
and which served as a symbol of authority, as an instrument of 
punishment, and as a reminder of the need of combined effort. 
In ancient Rome lesser criminals were whi])ped with twigs, 
greater criminals were belieaded with an axe. The Fascist move- 
ment had begun, as we have seen, among the ex-veterans of the 
war, young men who had fought with honor and who did not pro- 
pose to see the victories they had won sacrifir*ed and turned to 
ashes to ])lease the pacifists, tlie defeatists ” of the war period, 
and the Communists who drew’ their intellectual sustenance from 
Soviet Moscow rather than from the native sources of Italian 
history, Italian greatness, Italian thought and Italian interests. 
Nationalists to the core, these men entertained a deep and abid- 
ing hatred of that international revolutionary Socialism, Marxist 
and German in origin, with its numerous Jewish affinities and its 
Muscovite sympathies, w’hio^l seemed to them the derfdly enemy 
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of the Italian people, bent upon the destruction of the national 
genius. Patriotism was the life-breath of the Fascisti, death to 
Communism their watchword. At first but a small group in 1919, 
they had steadily grown in strength, and latterly all kinds of 
people had joined their ranks in great numbers, ex-officers, ex- 
soldiers, university professors and students, the bourgeoisie, 
many of the working classes, many of the peasants, some even 
of the moderate Socialists. Standing for order, standing for 
justice to the men who had fought in the war, standing for the 
preservation of the national inheritance, the Fascisti developed 
a compact and coherent military organization, well equipped, 
well disciplined, well led. This was the army of the Mack 
Shirts,’’ tlie dullness of whose costume was relieved by the medals 
which these young men had honorably won in the Great War. 
It was reputed to consist of several hundred thousand members, 
and was subject to the orders of a governing directory, at whose 
head stood a man of thirty-seven, immensely popular, a natural 
leader of men, Ilenito ^Mussolini. Round about this army were 
multitudes of civilian sympathizers, enthusiastic supporters who 
believed that it alone could ])ull Italy out of the slough of despond 
into which its numerous factions and its timid politicians had 
])lunged it. 

Thus far the Fascisti had been a lawless body or a body above 
the law, bent u})on smasliing the terrorism of Communists by a 
counter-terrorism. If they acted in a lawless way, it was, they 
said, because the law in Italy had broken down, its official rep- 
resentatives having miserably and shamefully run away from 
their imperative duties. With their rapid growth in numbers 
had grown their self-confidence and their ambition. 

In October 1922 occurred a brief, dramatic, decisive struggle 
between the Rlack Shirts and the constituted authorities for 
the control of the state. While the politicians in Rome were 
discussing among themselves as to who the new prime minister, 
the successor of Facta, should be, the Fascisti were holding a 
congress in Naifles, attended by perhaps forty thousand mem- 
bers and dominated by a wild enthusiasm for Mussolini, Musso- 
lini had already on October 5 declared in a speech at iVIilan : 
‘Mil Italv; there exist two governments — a fictitious one, run 
by Facta, and a real one, run by the Fascisti. The first of 
these must give way to the second.” Now at Naples, in the midst 
of the ministerial crisis in Rome, he said to the assembled Fas- 
cisti: “I taki;a solemn oath that either the Government of the 
country must be given peacefully to the F\iscisti, or we will take 
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it by force.” He called together the military leaders of his 
organization and ordered them to hold their forces ready to 
march, if necessary, upon Rome. 

What would the Government in Rome say to such a bold 
defiance, such an insolent and peremptory challenge? Would it 
oppose force by force, and if it should, what would be the result? 
Might it not be the overthrow of the monarchy, the fall of 
another throne in Europe, exile for the House of Savoy? Victor 
Emmanuel III, head of that House, rejecting the advice given 
hiip by his immediate entourage to fight tiie issue tlirough, 
showed typical Italian suppleness. He invited JMussolini to 
come to Rome and form his own ministry. He even sent his 
private motor car to meet him and bring him to the city. The 
progress of the royal automobile was impeded because the roads 
were crowded with Eascisti soldiers marching to Rome and in- 
sisting upon repeatedly acclaiming their leader. But Mussolini 
finally entered the Eternal City on October ‘10, wearing a soiled 
black shirt, much the worse for the trip in the open car. He 
went directly to the Quirinal and was ushered into the King’s 
presence. Tlie frenzied crowd outside cheered loud and long, 
interrupting the historic collo(juy by calls for the men engaged 
in it. The King came out on the halcony threi‘ times and was 
received with thunderous applause. After the interview, Musso- 
lini drove to his hotel and from a window addressed the thousands 
of admirers below. “To-day,” said he, “Italy has not only a 
Ministry but a Government, a strong Government, such as she 
has needed for many years past, but never obtained.” 

Thus the leader of the Fascist insurrection, which had been 
in progress for three years, had become the President of the 
Council of Ministers, the real head of the state, llerc^ was a 
veritable coup d'etat, a sei'/ure of power by foi’ci*, or rather by 
the threat of force, which ])roved sufficient. The iiuadent and 
its meaning, its essential violence and ill(‘gality, were ])artially 
veiled, for those wlio do not like to look uj)on the bald reality, 
by the action of the King in inviting the idol of Facisnio to be- 
come prime minister. But ^lussolini became' [)rime minisf^'r not 
by the normal operation of parliamentary j)rocesses, not by the 
grace of the Chamber of Deputies, but by the grace ofVan organ- 
ization outside parliament, ratified by a strong public opinion. 

In a proclamation issued to the people on the morrow of these 
events, iMussolini called on the nation “ to adapt itself to the 
hard necessities of the moment,” and de(*lared that “ the Gov- 
ernment understands how <to govern and will govei^n. All it!^ 
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oncrgics will be directed to the maintenance of internal peace 
and increasing Italy’s prestige abroad.” Only by work, dis- 
cipline and concord,” concluded this proclamation, will the 
fatherland emerge from the present crisis to tread the path of 
prosperity a«id greatness.” 

What kind of a man was this who had thus been raised to the 
lieadship of the state by the momentum of a movement of which 
he was the driving force, a movement designed primarily to 
prevent a social revolution in Italy» to reawaken and intensify 
the patriotic spirit of the country, and to regenerate the national 
life? The question coiild be answered only partially and tenta- 
tively. The full revelation of Mussolini’s persoiiality could only 
come with time. That he was a born leader of men, that he knew 
the secret of a])])ealing to the masses, that he was a person 
capable of prompt decision and of swift action, that he was an 
animating and magnetic figure, that he possessed in high degree 
the sense of organization and discipline, had been sufficiently 
demonstrated. But whether he possessed the qualities of the 
statesman, the knowledge, the judgment, the tact, the persever- 
ance and the circumspection reejuired for success in the field of 
politics, national and international, whether to his undoubted 
jrifts as an agitator were added constructive ability and breadth 
of view, no one could tell. Mussolini's rise to power aroused 
wide- spread curiosity and his courage and audacity suggested 
promising possibilities. What was definitely known of him was 
this, that he was the child of working-class parents, his father 
having been a village smith in a little town in Romagna, that 
before the war he had been a convinced Socialist and an editor 
of the leading Socialist new8])aper, the Ar'anti, that he had 
picked up whatever education he could but that it had been 
limited and unsystematic, that he had ])asscd some time in 
Switzerland, living the hard life of an emigre and a militant 
Socialist, not unaccpuiinted with the police, with imprisonment 
anfl with e\pulsv)n, that, when the Great War had come, he had 
left his ])arty and repudiated its cosmopolitan and pacifist 
ideas, that he had advocated Italy’s entrance into the war, that 
he had fought with gallantry and had been decorated for his 
ex])loits, fhat he had been severely wounded, and, incapacitated 
for the firing line, had become editor of a strongly nationalist 
newspaper, nationalism now dominating his every thought and 
action, that he had organized the Fascisti and had led them, 
through inan/fold dangers and vicissitudes, to a stunning tri- 
umph, that he had seized the imagination of a people whose 
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imagination had always been easily set aflame, and that the 
thrill of this new and dashing personality had not been dimin- 
ished by the report that he had been known to drive his auto- 
mobile at the rate of a hundred kilometers an hour through the 
streets of Milan, an exploit not calculated to displease a sport- 
ing age. 

Evidently a man of action! Also a fighter accustomed to fight 
openly and above the board. But he was now prime minister of 
a great European state, a nation of nearly forty million people, 
and he had had no prej)aration, properly speaking, for a political 
career. Would he prove equal to the new and most exacting 
situation.?^ 

At least he did not lack self-confidence nor was he without 
certain definite ideas. One of these was that it was the business 
of the prime minister really to rule and not to be the timorous 
lackey of politicians and parties. His earliest acts in his novel 
position were indicative of his conce})tions of the statesman’s 
role. They strongly suggested, though })erha])s they did not 
absolutely prove, that in his opinion the statesman must be a 
dictator. He organized a ministry taken from several parties 
but from which Socialists and Communists were conspicuously 
absent. Its most prominent member was General Armando Diaz, 
Italy’s most outstanding military figure, hero of the battle of 
Vittoria Veneto, an event which Italians celebrate as their Allies 
celebrate the signing of the armistice. On ap])earing with his 
cabinet before the parliament, Mussolini treated tlu‘ latter with 
cool and rare contempt: ‘‘I am to-day performing in this hall 
what is an act of purely formal deference toward you and for 
which I do not ask your thanks. Italy has given herself a 
Government outside, above, and against any designation by Par- 
liament. Now I affirm that revolution has its rights and I add 
that I am here in order to defend and make the most of the 
Black Shirts’ revolution by inserting it intimately as a force 
tending towards development, {>rogress and eejuilibrium in the 
history of the nation.” He added that he might have bivouacked 
his troops in the Chamber itself, that he might have turned 
Parliament out of doors, but that at least for the present ” he 
did not care to do so. 

Evidently the new premier entertain(‘d scant respect for parlia- 
mentary institutions. They might perhaps be permitted to con- 
tinue to function formally if they would frankly recognize that 
the real authority in the state lay elsewlnu’e, and* that they did 
not exist for the pur])ose f)f controlling or blocking** the execu- 
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tivc. Such was tlie hint wliich the orator convoyed to the Cham- 
ber with unmistakable clarity. The Chamber promptly took 
the hint, applauded the master who had cracked the whip, and 
proceeded to show all necessary docility. When, a few days 
later, ]VIussolini demanded tliat he be given virtually dictatorial 
powers until January 1, 1924, Parliament quickly passed the 
necessary measures, tlnis recognizing its own humiliation and its 
imj)otence — at least for tlic time being. 

We will take leave of the nev' lord and master at this point. 
What account he would give of himself in the actual exercise 
of power, no one could foretell. That he embodied the will and 
the hope of tlie majority of tlie people can hardly be gainsaid. 
But the possession of })ower is a singularly perilous test for a 
tribune of the people who owes his ])osition to a revolution, even 
though that revolution be, on the whole, a pacific one. It is 
one thing to arouse the masses and lead them to the conquest 
of power. It is another to regenerate the life of a nation, to 
balance a sadly disordered budget, to frame and carry through 
specific reforms, to work that most comjdicated of all machines, 
a modern government. Even in normal times the task is a crush- 
ing one, — and the times were anything but normal. Many a 
reformer looming large while in opposition has shrunk notably 
in stature when the moment has come to ])ass from the role of 
criticism to that of creation. But there can be no doubt that 
the accession to power of this young and vigorous chieftain w^as 
greeted with the greatest o})timiMn, and the dismal croakings of 
the pessimists were swallowed up in the general rejoicing. 
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THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS 

The first section of the Treaty of Versailles contains in 
twenty-six articles the constitution of a new instrument of inter- 
national activity, the I.eaguc of Nations. The same articles 
were incorporated textually in the other treaties subsequently 
concluded with Austria, Hungary and Bulgaria. The ratifica- 
tion of any or all of those treaties involved, therefore, recognition 
of the Covenant. We have seen that that country, the United 
States, whose representative at the Conference of Paris had been 
the most conspicuous factor in the creation of the League, refused 
to ratify the Treaty of Versailles, largely because of the pres- 
ence in it of the Covenant. 

The League came into existence automatically on the day 
when the rc(}uircd number of states exchanged their ratifications 
of the Treaty of Versailles, that is, on January 10, 1920. Its 
constitution has already been set forth. liCt us now examine 
briefly its operation during the first three years of its history. 

It will be remembered that the Covenant provided for three 
chief organs, a Council, an Assembly, and a Secretariat. The 
first and third began to function almost immediately; the second 
entered upon the scene several months later, in November 1920. 
The first meeting of the Council was lield in Paris on January !()• 
the second in l^ondon on February 11, the third in Ihiris on 
iVIarch 13, the fourth in Paris on April 9, IIk' fifth in Home on 
May 14, the sixth in London on June 14. Thus during the first 
six months of its existence the Council had convened six tinu‘s 
and in whatever place was considered most convenient. A small 
and permanent body, it can be summoned at any time, whenever 
it may seem necessary or desirable, and a few days notice is 
sufficient to enable its members to g(‘t together. Meeting fre- 
quently or infrequently, according to the pressure of events, and 
sitting as briefly or as long as it may choose, it is, in this regard, 
a flexible organ of action, adapting itself easily to the reijuire- 
ments of a constantly changing situation. U]) do June, 1923 
the Council had held twenty-four meetings. 
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The Secretariat, organized at first in London and transferred 
to Geneva some months later, when the necessary measures for 
housing it had been completed, is the agent of the League in 
the preparation of the work of tlie Council and of the Assembly 
and for the i^xecution of their orders. Its internal machinery, 
its boards and commissions, have been gradually set up as the 
need for tliem has appc'ared. It constitutes at present (1923) 
a technical staff of about three hundred persons, representing 
some twenty nationalities, using tlie two official languages, 
French and English. Many of its members are experts, or are 
su])posed to be, in tlie various lines of investigation or control 
to which they are assigned. Like the Council, the Secretariat 
is a flexible instrument and may be enlarged or diminished or 
otherwise altered, as circumstances may require or suggest. 

The Secretariat not only prepares the work and executes the 
decisions of the Council and the Assembly, but it places at the 
disposal of these two bodies, and this is likely to prove its most 
important service, as extensive, detailed, concrete information as 
can be brought together u})on the topics and jiroblems that one 
or the other may be considering. By keeping this body of in- 
formation up to dale and in accessible form, the Secretariat is 
able to furnish a mass of positive and sifted data u])on which 
the Council and the Assembly may, if they care to, base their 
decisions. The lAague of Nations is ])rimarily and essentially 
an organ engaged in diplomacy, not in legislation. It is a new 
piece of machinery added to the other devices and usages of 
diplomacy, which it was felt did not wholly suffice to carry 
on the International work of the jiresent age. Diplomacy 
is like politics, an art and not a science. But there 
is every reason why diplomacy should have a scientific 
basis, should follow a scientific method, just as painting 
and scul]iture and music are subject to the laws of science and 
may be permeated with its spirit. The lA'ague of Nations, 
through its Seci^etariat and its various standing commissions, 
would seem to be ecjuipped to furnish this solid substructure to 
the diplomatic discussions and creations of an age which de- 
mands, with increasing insistence, the ai)])lication of more sub- 
stantial knowledge and of a keener and more objective critical 
spirit to the* solution of its problems, in the international as 
Well as in the domestic sjihere, than have been hitherto bestowed 
upon them. 

, The otluy organ of the League of aNations is the Assembly. 
In the CoJncil only a few nations are represented, while the 
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Assembly is composed of delegates from all the nations which 
are members of the League. There is state inecjuality in the one 
body, state equality in the other. The first Assembly was held 
in Geneva in November and December 1920, and was the first 
gathering of the nations of the world under a written constitu- 
tion. One of its earliest decisions was that it sliould meet every 
year lienceforth on the first Monday in September. This As- 
sembly consisted of tlie representatives of forty-two states. It 
admitted six new states to membership in tlie liCague, among 
which were Albania and two ex-enemy states, Austria and Bul- 
garia. The second Assembly admitted three more, namely Es- 
thonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. The third admitted anotlier, 
Hungary. Thus at the close of 1922, the League consisted of 
fifty-two states. Those remaining, for one reason or another, 
outside were the ITnited States, Germany, Russia, Turkey, Egyj)t, 
Ecuador, Mexico, and Ireland. It is interesting to observe that 
Switzerland, selected as the seat of the new international ca})ital, 
consented to enter the League only with reservations safeguard- 
ing certain historic rights, namely those establishing and guar- 
anteeing her neutrality in war, rights dating from 1815 and to 
which she clung tenaciously. The TiCague accepted these condi- 
tions. Even then Switzerland voted in favor of membership in 
the League only b}^ a narrow majority. 

Since its inception in January 1920, the League of Nations 
has accomplished much useful and some important work. Al- 
though it can never be said with certainty that wars which did 
not actually break out would have broken out had not certain 
specific things been done, it can be asserted that the League of 
Nations has intervened efficaciously in certain international dis- 
putes of the kind which have fretpiently in the past led to war. 
One of these was the Aaland Islands dis])ute l)etween Finland 
and Sweden. These Baltic islands were claimed by both, by 
Finland on the ground of undisputed possession foi- a hinidred 
years, by Sweden on the ground that the inhabitants of the 
islands are Swedes in language, in senfiment, and in economic 
interests, all of which was true. I'he Aalanders had themselves 
voted by an overwhelming majority of 95 per ci nt. in favor of 
union with Sw^eden. They af)peale<l to the right of" self-deter- 
mination. Finland asserted the right to j)reserve the integrity 
of her national territory. 

It should l)e noted that it was not the parties concerned in 
the quarrel hut a third power. Great Britain, wMiich re(juested 
the mediation of the Lea^Vue, basing her request uj)on Article 
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11 of tlie Covenant whicJi declares that any member of the 
League may bring before it any matter affecting international 
relations or likely to disturb the peace of the world, a very wide 
charter permitting all kinds of what the world has hitherto 
called interference.” An elaborate and able investigation of 
every asf)ect of tlic problem ensued under the auspices of the 
League. l^he result was a decision by the Council that the 
islands were to belong to Finland but that they were to be de- 
militarized and given the most extensive rights of self-government. 
Sweden accepted the decision, though under protest. 

In the case of another dispute, that of Poland and Lithuania 
for tlie possession of Vilna, the intervention of the League, 
solicited by botli the parties concerned, had less satisfactory 
results. After elaborate investigations and after exhausting all 
possible efforts at conciliation, the League was unable to secure 
a settlement owing to the strength of the missions involved on 
both sides. It Inid, however, probably suc*eded in postponing 
liostilities, and there is a chance that hostilities temporarily 
averted may in tlie end be found to have been permanently 
avoided. It was not until April, 1923, that this ])roblem was 
settled and then not by the League but by the Council of Am- 
bassadors. It must be remembered that the League has no 
])ower to enforce a decision; whatever fiower it possesses is moral 
and intellectual, not j)hysical. 

In another (|uarter the mediation of the League achieved a 
distinct success, that is in the (juestion of the division of Eastern 
Silesia between (Ternuiny and Poland. This extremely compli- 
cated and dangerous question has already been described.^ Suffice 
it to say here that the Supreme Council, in which England and 
France were the leading members, had completely failed to find 
a solution, and in desperation ap])ealed to the Council of the 
League. '^Fhe Council (piickly found one, which the Powers at 
once accepted. Thus a j)articularly threatening subject was 
remov(‘d from the field of immediate contention. In still other 
difficult problems the League has already played a helpful part, 
in that of the Albanian frontiers, and in that of the financial re- 
construction of Aust -ia. 

But only has the T.eague of Nations played a part, and 
an important one, in clearing up some highly contentious inter- 
national questions; it has also had to discharge certain delicate 
and complicated tasks imposed uj>on it by various clauses of 
the Treaty oU Versailles, for the I.eagiie was intentionally woven 

1 Chap. XU 
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into every part of that document in the expectation that that 
procedure would compel the ratification of the treaty by the 
Senate of the United States. The expected result was not 
achieved, but those states tliat have ratified the Treaty of Ver- 
sailles have necessarily recognized the League as the agent for 
the execution of many of its articles. Acting under these, the 
League has organized and administered the territory of the 
Saar Basin and will continue to control that entity until at 
least 1935; has organized the Free State of Danzig, placed under 
it^ protection ; and has begun the surveillance of the manner in 
which the mandates to the former German colonies and tlie 
territories torn from Turkey are being executed by tlic powers 
to which they have been assigned. 

.The League of Nations has, by the investigations of various 
commissions, done much to throw light u})on and to contribute 
to the solution of many economic, financial, commercial, social 
and humanitarian problems which have to do not primarily with 
international peace but with tlie general well-being of the world. 
A financial conference, called by the I.eague, and held at Brussels 
in 1920, brought forth an amount of financial and economic data 
not available before, and a trans))ortation conference, meeting 
under its auspices at Barcelona in 1921 and representing forty 
nations, drafted a series of conventions which, when ratified by 
the various parliaments, will do much to liberate and stimulate 
the movement of commerce. The League has considerably fur- 
thered the crusade which had long been going on against opium 
and other drugs; also that against the white slave traffic. Among 
the social and humanitarian activities of the League may be 
mentioned its interest in ])roblems of international health, its 
despatch of an Epidemics Commission to Poland to fight a wave 
of typhus that might otherwise have spread ovi‘r Europe and 
have threatened more distant sections of the world. The repa- 
triation to tlicir native lands of nearly half a million prisoners 
of war whom the armistice found destitute and helpless in Russia 
and Siberia and who were threatened with cold and hunger and 
death; the assistance rendered hundreds of tfiousands of Rus- 
sians and Armenians who had fled in t(‘rror from their homes and 
were refugees upon the face of the eartli, without,, resources, 
w^ithout work, — these conspicuous services to humanity stand 
to the credit of the League of Nations whi(‘h by its njachinery, 
ready to function when the need arises, is well adaj)ted to con- 
front emergencies without a regrettable loss of tv,ne. 

We have described the jv’iinary organs of the League, namely 
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the Council, the Assembly and the Secretariat. Another organ, 
created in 1921, has been added to these and may prove of great 
importance, a Permanent International Court of Justice. The 
Council and the Assembly are political bodies and their functions 
are fundameptally political. The Court, however, is, by defi- 
nition, a judicial body, representing the idea of law in inter- 
national aflf'iirs. It is intended to be an impartial, permanent, 
judicial organ, ca|nibl<‘ of settling international disputes of a 
purely legal character witliout the intrusion of political consid- 
erations. It is not intended to suggest arrangements, adjust- 
ments, com})romises, as a way of harmonizing the conflicts that 
may arise between states, as the Council and even the As.sembly 
may do. It is intended to declare the law and to do nothing else. 

The agitation for the creation of such an agency did not begin 
with the Conference of Paris. The subject had been earnestly 
discussed by the Second Hague Conbu*ence in 1907 and a certain 
solution had been readied at that time. The need of such a 
court had been clearly laid down by Elihu Root, Secretary of 
State under President Roosevelt, in his instructions to the Ameri- 
can delegafes at that Conference. The delegates w'ere ordered 
to work for the creation of a permanent tribunal composed 
of judges who are judicial officers and nothing else, who are 
paid ade(juate salaries, who have no other occupation, and who 
will devote their entire time to the trial and decision of inter- 
national cases by judicial methods and under a sense of judicial 
responsibility.” 

The Hague Conference failed to create a court of that char- 
acter, and the fundamental reason for its failure was that it was 
unable to solve the jiroblem of how to select ten or twelve judges 
from fifty or more nations to the satisfaction of all. The big 
])owers wished to be always represented upon the court and the 
little powers would not consent to so partial an arr«> ngement. 
Were not all nations e(|ual in law, whether big or little.^ The 
Hague Confeience did establish a Court of Arbitration but this 
consisted, not oT a definite body of judges meeting at stated 
times, but of a })anel of some two hundred names from which 
any two states which might agree to arbitrate a pending difficulty 
might sel<;ct a number of judges for that special purpose. As 
In no two causes would the judges chosen be likely to be the same, 
there might be no continuity of development in such an 
iiistitution. 

The disciiii^sion, therefore, continued and it resulted twelve 
years later in the insertion, in the ^Covenant of the League of 
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Nations, of Article 14, which charges the Council with the draw- 
ing up of a plan for a permanent court of international justice 
and with submitting it to the members of the League. Acting 
in accordance with this provision, the Council invited a number 
of prominent jurists, among w^hom was Mr. Hoot, jbo formulate 
a plan. This was later approved, with some changes, by the 
Council and the Assembly, and by the parliaments of the various 
members of the League. It was Mr. Root wlio suggested the 
method of selecting the judges whicli was satisfactory to both 
big and little states, the difficulty which the Second Hague Con- 
ference liad been unable to surmount. The Council, representing 
state inequality by tlie permanent membership in it of the Great 
Powers, and the Assembly, representing the cherished ])rinci})le 
of the equality of all states, were given an equal voice in the 
election of judges. The Council and the Assembly are to vote 
separately. Any candidate who has an absolute majority in 
both bodies is declared elected. Thus the Great Powers, prob- 
ably controlling the Council, and the Little Powers, certainly 
controlling the Assembly, have a veto on each other. 

In September 1921, eleven judges and four de|)uty judges were 
elected in this way and the Permanent International Court of 
Justice .was instituted. Among the judges chosen was a citizen 
of the United Stat(‘s, Professor *101111 Bassett Moore, although 
the United States had no jiart in the proceedings. The first 
regular session of the Court was ojiened on *Iunc 1, 1922, a 
preliminary session for the purpose of organization having been 
held in the preceding *Tanuary. The seat of the Court is at 
the Hague. 

It should be noted that the Permanent Court of International 
*Tustice as thus in.stituted does not supersede the Court of Arbi- 
tration created by the Hague Conference. The latter continues 
to exist. The new Court is merely an additional agency for the 
peaceful settlement of differences between states, an agency 
employing a different method and aiming at a different objective. 
The one ‘Sirbitrates ” a difficulty; the other decides what is the 
law that applies to it. 

Tlie judges of tlie new Court are elected for nine years and 
may be re-elected. They receive salaries varying f roni ^$(),()()0 to 
$24,000, dejiending on the days of actual service. They may 
not exercise any political or administrative functions but then‘ 
is nothing to jirevent tlieir practicing their usual professions in 
the intervals between the sessions of the Court, ej;ce})t that no 
judge may act us agent, qounsel, or advocate in any case of* 
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an international nature. The only one of the judges who is 
required to reside at the Hague is tlie President of the Court, 
who is elected by his colleagues. The expenses of the Court are 
borne by the League of Nations. Tlie official languages of the 
Court are F>cnch and English but the Court may, at the re- 
quest of the parties involved in any given case, authorize the 
use of another language. 

The jurisdiction of the Court,’’ says Article 36 of the Stat- 
ute creating it, comprises all cases whicli the parties refer to 
it and all matters specially provided for in Treaties and Con- 
ventions in force.” In other woi’ds, the Court does not possess 
compulsory jurisdiction over all disputes which may arise be- 
tween the members of the League, but it is there merely to try 
those cases which the parties to them may agree, in the individual 
instance, to refer to it. Thus its activity may be limited or 
extensive according as the members of the League resort to it 
infrequently or fre(juently. They are not required to resort to 
it at all if they <lo not wish to. 

There were those who desired to give the Court compulsory 
jurisdiction but they were unsuccessful in bringing this about. 
There was, however, added to the Statute of the Court an op- 
tional clause which any state mav accept, thereby pledging itself 
to com[)ulsory jurisdiction on all, or on a series of specially de- 
fined, dis])ute.'> of a legal nature (Art. 36), with states which are 
also parties to the optional clause. About twenty states have ac- 
cepted this clause but among them is to be found no one of the 
Great Powers. 

Sucli is the new international tribunal. It is hoped that by 
its decisions it may be the means of defining and developing 
and certifying international law and of giving it an influence over 
the minds of men such as it has never had before, an influence 
severely shattered by the events of the last few years. But 
whether it will he able to play so important and difficult a role 
will depend u])on whether two political bodies, the Council and 
the Assembly, choose men to sit upon the Court who are eminent 
and qualified jurists or whether their choice will be influenced 
by political considerations. The success of the Court will also 
depend, i^ goes without saying, upon the character of its decisions 
and u})on Ihe way in which those decisions are received, matters 
upon which* we have little evidence as yet, concerning which 
prophecy would be entirely futile. 

We have t^uis ])assed in review some of the activities and some 
•of the acjiievements of the League of Nations during the first 
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tlirec years of its existence. There are other phases oi this 
brief history which deserve mention. The League is only one 
of the agencies used for the discharge of the international busi- 
ness of the contemporary world, nor is it, thus far, the most 
important. The old diplomatic machinery in use among the 
nations has remained intact and continues to function according 
to the ;)]d metliods. I'lidoubtedly the greater part of the inter- 
national business of tlie world will continue to be transacted 
tlirough the ordinary diplomatic channels, as Jiitherto. Then 
again, more conspicuous thus far than the I^eague, and more 
dii^ectly influential, has been the Su])rcme Council, tliat is tlie 
prime ministers of the Allied states, who have held a long series 
of conferences, really continuations of the Conference of Faris, 
and who have reached decisions concerning international ques- 
tions of primary importance. Failing to reach them in certain 
matters, they have latterly manifested a tendency to refer such 
matters to the I.eague of Nations, as if it were a handy-man 
ready to tackle problems which eitlier tlie want of sufficient 
leisure or of sufficient harmony among themselves has jirevented 
them from solving. Hut the Governments of Kurope have shown 
that they intend to keep the control of the most important 
matters in their oAvn hands, yielding tlie field to the League only 
when compelled to by dissensions among themselves. 

The governments of the world are, therefore, using and are 
likely to continue to use various instruments for fhe acconqilish- 
nient of their ends, namely the long-established, traditional sys- 
tem of ambassadors and ministers, also s))ecial conferences of 
the chief Allied jiowers for the enforcement or interpretation 
of the Treaty of V^orsailles, larger conferences, like that of Genoa 
in 1922, to which other countries such as (jcnmiany and Russia 
were invited, and, finally, the machinery of the League of Nations, 
whenever they f(‘el inclined. The relation of th(‘ liCague to the 
governments should be clearly understood and alwavs ko])t in 
mind. The center of authority in the League is not in the organs 
of the League itself, but is in the (iovernments, that is, speaking 
generally, in the cabinets of the countries composing the League. 
There is the supreme power, the real initiator of ])olicy. It is 
the Governments that a})point the members of the Coun^ii and the 
members of the Assembly. The members of those bpdies do not 
exercise an independent authority but are under instructions, or 
may be jilaced under instructions at any moment, from the ap- 
pointing power. As they are appointed by the Gov^jumments they 
may be removed by them; in^other words, tlu^y are fundamentally 
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agents of tlie executives of the different countries, just as are 
the members of the diplomatic services of those countries, or the 
special plenipotentiaries sent to individual conferences. It is 
not the parliaments, much less is it the voters, who determine 
directly the fjhoice of the representatives at Geneva, or the char- 
acter of the policies which they follow. The Governments may 
allow a certain freedom of action to their delegates, just as they 
may do to their diplomatic agents. But impulsion comes from 
above, not from within. Ultimate decision comes from London, 
Paris, Rome, Tokio and other capitals, not from the free and 
unrestrained impulses or reflections of the men gathered together 
upon the shores of Lake Geneva. If the national ministries care 
to keep their liands ofl* and allow the subordinates really to make 
independent decisions, they may do so, just as they may, if such 
is their will, with conferences or congresses held outside the 
framework of tfie TiCague. And not only may the national min- 
istries exercise this direct influence u])on the debates at Geneva, 
but many of tlie decisions of the (Council and Assembly are only 
\alid wlien ratified by the Governments, sometimes by the parlia- 
ments. In tins latter case ultimate authority rests with the 
legislatures. The League of Nations has thus far shown none 
of the characteristics of a su])er-state. It is one of the instru- 
ments, and the newest, which tlie world possesses for international 
collaboration. Its decisions express the amount of harmony or 
of discord which its members are able or inclined to generate. 
They possess, generally speaking, the value of decisions reached 
by a conference of plenipotentiaries. 

Bearing in mind the considerations just stated as to where 
the real power lies in this new institution created by the Treaty 
of Versailles, what are we to say of the relative power of the 
two organs of the League, the Council and the Assembly? This, 
that the experience of three years shows that the former is the 
more important body. What the experience of the future may 
show we will not attempt to forecast, remarking only that it may 
be very different. In our own history it has sometimes been 
the Senate, sometimes the House, that has exerted the greater 
influence, but up to the present it is the Council that has, on 
the wholes been the initiating body in the League of Nations, and 
the most fruitful in achievement. It is also the one that has 
developed the most esprit de corps^ the most salient personality. 
A small body, and practically a continuing one, for its sessions 
are frequent itnd its membership, as a matter of fact, quite stable. 
It is more efficient, its members kiK)wing each other well and 
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working in a quiet and non-oratorical atmosphere, and finding 
il easier to adjust difficulties and effect compromises than larger 
gatherings do. Conversational argument is the feature of its 
meetings, since one cannot be eloquent, and therefore perhaps 
long-winded, in a small committee, the environment not being 
sympathetic, as one’s associates are so few in number, and so 
little impressed with the oratorical effusions of others, so blase. 
There is here a gain in speed. 

In the large field of international administration, the Assembly 
can do little more than exorcise a certain control. It examines 
the measures taken by the (\juncil and the results obtained, and 
votes the appropriations necessary for the continuance of the 
various undertakings. In the solution of political questions, such 
as the Silesian and Austrian affairs, it is the Council that counts 
and not the Assembly, and it is the Council consequently that 
gains prestige and power from any successes that are achieved. 
The Assembly, meeting for only a month a year, and reejuiring 
unanimity for most of its decisions, is not an organ well adapted 
for action and execution. Its role is poorly defined in the Cove- 
nant, being expressed in terms so large that all precision, a 
thing highly desirable in such a matter, is lacking. The Assembly 
evidently has a power of initiative, but are the steps it takes in 
using that power efficacious or merely j)latonic? It would be 
difficult to answer that question at tlie f)resent moment. The 
record of the three sessions thus far held is far from throwing a 
clear light upon it. One thing is certain, that we are far from 
possessing in this body that [)arliament of the world,” that 
spokesman of mankind, expressing ‘‘ world opinion,” whatever 
that may mean, which many enthusiasts ho})ed, at the time of its 
creation, it would prove to be. It is a much less pretentious and 
imposing a body. An instrument of the (xovernment s, its mem- 
bers appointed by the Governments, its decisions generally re- 
quiring the ratification of the Governments, its actual role is 
much more modest. Several of the decisions of the Assembly 
of 1921 had not received the necessary ratification when the 
Assembly of 1922 adjourned. However, the Assembly offers a 
certain field, more limited than had been hoped, for the expression 
of views on international affairs which might not otfierwise gain 
the attention of so large a j)ublic. It also, without question, is 
an arena for the display and struggle of purely personal and 
national ambitions. Kach Assembly has contained many able 
men, among them several prime ministers, like IJewes of C'zccho- 
Slovakia or Branting of Sweden, several ministers ^of forcigil 
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affairs, and members of national parliaments, men who bring 
to their task experience in public affairs, powers of criticism, and, 
in some cases, real constructive ability. This association of such 
men with each other, even for a brief period each year, this inter- 
play of national and international points of view is of obvious 
utility. 

Any constitution, to adapt itself to the constantly changing 
conditions of life and thought, is likely to need amendment from 
time to time. The Covenant of the I.eague of Nations will 
prove no excej)tion to tliis rule. Tlie Covenant,” says one 
of its admirers, was a brilliant improvisation drawn up at the 
Peace Conference in a few weeks by a Commission working at 
red-hot pressure. ... In result, many of its clauses have a 
vague or semi-political meaning. Tliis fact lias been of a certain 
advantage, for th(‘ conditions under which the Covenant was 
drawn up were such as to make jirecision dangerous. It re- 
sembles Napoleon’s ideal of a constitution which was that it 
sliould be ‘ short and obscure.’ The Covenant is certainly both. 
It contains hardly a sentence, certainly no one article, whose 
meaning is absolutely clear.” ^ 

One may (juestion the brilliancy of the improvisation, one may 
doubt whether improvisation at red-hot pressure was the happy 
way to create so grave a document, and may believe that a slower 
and less sensational method would have given a more mature and 
more generally acccjitable result ; one may deny that Napoleon 
was an authority on the (]ualities that a constitution should pos- 
sess ; but one can hardly dissent from the view that the Covenant 
is a state })aper tliat would gain much from greater clarification, 
greater jirecision in many of its clauses, that, in short, amend- 
ment might make it a more satisfactory instrument, terminating 
much formidable criticism. 

The d(*sirability of making cerrain changes in the Covenant 
has been felt within the circles of the I.eague itself almost from 
its inception. ^lany amendments have been discussed and some 
have been rejected while others have been started on their way 
to ])ossiblc adoption. Curiously enough, a difficulty was found 
at the outset in that very article of the Covenant which pro- 
vides a process of amendment, namely Article 26, which reads 
as follows: Amendments to this Covenant will take effect when 

ratified by the members of the League whose representatives 
compose the Council and by a majority of the members of the 
1 II. \V. V. *lVinpcrlcy, The Second Year of the League, (London, 1922), 
•pp. 57 58. ^ 
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League whose representatives compose the Assembly. No such 
amendment shall bind any member of the League which signifies 
its dissent therefrom, but in that case it shall cease to be a 
member of the League.” It will be noted that this article lays 
down merely the requirements for ratification of amendments, 
that is for the final stage in the process, but that it says nothing 
as to who shall draft the proposed amendments, or how. Shall 
this preliminary and essential work be done by the Assembly 
alone, or by the Assembly and the Council.^ And what majority 
shall be required for the acceptance of a proposed amendment 
by the drafting body? Shall it be a mere majority or a majority 
of two-thirds or three-fourths, or shall a unanimous vote be 
required ? 

On this vital matter Article 26 is silent. Yet how can the 
amending process be even started without a ])reliminary agreement 
concerning it? The Covenant is based u{)on the princi])le that 
unanimity is required in all votes in both the Council and the 
Assembly, unless otherwise especially stated. But unanimity 
in this case would almost inevitably mean that no amendment 
could be framed, that the Covenant must remain unehangeable 
in a world of change. Suffocation would ultimately result. 

There was some reason to believe that the intention of the 
framers of Article 26 had been to j)ennit amendment of the 
Covenant either by a sim])lc majority or a three-fourths major- 
ity, and not to require unanimity. But if so, they had neglected 
to state the fact, and their neglect practically raised the ques- 
tion as to whether it was really possible ever to amend the 
constitution. Feeling that this }>oorly edited article itself needed 
amendment, before any other changes could ])rofitably be con- 
sidered, the Second Assembly drew up in 1921 and adOpted the 
following clauses: “Amendments to the j)resent Covenant, the 
text of which shall have been voted by the Assembly by a tliree- 
fourths majority in which there shall be included the votes of 
all the members of the Council represented at tjie meeting, will 
take effect when ratified by the members of the League whose rep- 
resentatives composed the Council when the vote was taken, and 
by a majority of those whose representatives formed the Assembly. 
If the required number of ratifications shall not have* been ob- 
tained within eighteen months after the vote of the Assembly, 
the proposed amendment shall remain without effect.” 

In order that the legality of the Assembly’s action might not 
itself be questioned, it was urged that this amendmtnt of Article 
26 ought to be carried unanimously. This was dotie by the* 
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Assembly. No vote was cast in the negative, although there 
were 14 abstentions. 

Thus a real danger to the utility and continuing life of the 
League was conjured away, or rather, will be wlien the necessary 
number of s^tates shall have ratified the amendment, as they 
presumably will do. 

Interesting amendments have also been proposed to Article 
16, concerning the use of the economic weapon, to Article 18, 
concerning the registration of treaties, to Article 21, concerning 

regional understandings ” or the possibility of leagues within 
the League,” the last named being urged by Mr. Benes of 
Czecho-Slovakia in the interest of such combinations as that of 
the Little Entente. None of these has been accepted by the 
Assembly. An amendment to Article 1 concerning the admission 
of states, an amendment proposed by the Argentine Republic, 
would have had the effect of admitting Germany and other states 
to the League u{)on their own volition and without the conditions 
laid down in that article, such as the giving of “ effective guar- 
antees ” of their sincere intention to observe ” their interna- 
tional obligations or to regulate their armaments in such a way 
as might be prescribed by the l^eague. This proposal was re- 
jectee! and this rejection is given as the reason w’hy the Argentine 
Republic withdrew' for the time being from active participation 
in the I^eague. It has been suggested, how'cver, that the real 
reason for this action was that she, the leading representative 
of Spanish America, was not chosen to the Council, whereas 
Brazil, which represents Portuguese America, w'as given member- 
ship in that body. Spanish America w'as at that time unrep- 
resented in it. 

It was inevitable that Article 10, which President Wilson had 
declared to be the heart ” of the Covenant and w'hich had 
contributed so much to the defeat of the League in \merica, 
should be considered as meriting amendment, and a definite propo- 
sition to this effect was early brought forward by Canada. Her 
delegates urged Hhe impropriety of the members of the League 
undertaking to respect and preserve, as against external aggres- 
sion, the territorial integrity of all members of the League when 
no examination had ever been made as to whether the boundaries 
of those states were just and ought to be permanently assured; 
when, indce(5, at the time of the adoption of the article, some 
of those boundaries had not even been drawn. The proposal to 
amend this fi^mous article has, however, revealed the strength of 
ihe forces jn favor of its maintenance unchanged, among them the 
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feeling of France, which secs in it a possible protection, also that 
of the small states generally, and, in particular, that of the newly 
created or newly enlarged states of central and southeastern Eu- 
rope which regard it as a bulwark of their independence and 
integrity. The Canadian proposition has not been accepted and 
it seems a reasonable prophecy to say that Article 10 will long 
remain unchanged. 

While Article 10 stands as written and witli no official inter- 
pretation that tends to weaken it. Article 10, concerning the 
economic weapon, and to which reference has already been made, 
became in 1921 the object of a long series of proposals, adopted 
by the Second Assembly, which should they become the policy 
of the League would seem likely to decrease, if not to nullify, 
the effect and universality of the much discussed economic pres- 
sure as a preventive of war. 

In 1922 a step was taken by the liCague which may well in 
time liave important consequences. The (^ouncil had hitherto 
consisted of four })crmanent members. Great Britain, France, 
Italy and Japan, and of four non-permanent members, re|)re- 
sentatives of the lesser states. Almost from the beginning there 
has been a demand for an increase in the number of these elective 
members. Tlie natural and inevitable comjietition among the 
forty and more powers not represented iqion the Council tended 
to become more acute as time went on, and an increasing pres- 
sure for the enlargement of the Council developed. This became 
very apparent at the meeting of the tlu’rd Assembly in 1922, 
national intrigues and rivalries revolving around this (juestion, 
intrigues and rivalries which were not conducive to the harmony 
of the League. The result was that the C.'ouncil was enlarged 
by the addition of two now members, Sweden, re})resenting the 
Scandinavian states, and Cruguay, the smallest of South Ameri- 
can states, representing Spanish America. 

This is probably but a first step. What will tlie conse(|uences 
be.^ It may reasonably be doubted whether the enlargement of 
the Council will increase its effectiveness and it is not unlikely 
that the larger the Council becomes the less inclined will the 
Great Powers be to entrust it with important business. Also 
should the pressure for the enlargement of tlie C^ouncij continue, 
and there is reason to expect it will ; should the C/)uncil be in- 
creased to a dozen or fifteen members, it would also almost 
certainly undergo a change of character. '^Fhe recjiiirement that 
the decisions of the Council must have the unary mous consent 
of all its members has not^worked badly thus far, has, indeetl, 
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been an advantage. But the unanimity among eight men, know- 
ing each other intimately and accustomed to make mutual con- 
cessions, is easier to secure than among a dozen or fifteen. The 
more numerous the Council becomes, the more difficult it will 
be to maintain the rule of unanimity, for it will become a prin- 
ciple of dcatli, the veto of a single state, be it a large one or a 
petty one, sufficing to prevent action. A chief merit of the 
Council thus far has been that it lias been able to act with reason- 
able speed. 

But if, in order to avoid paralysis, it should ho decided that a 
majority should suffice for decisions, even if it be a reenforced 
majority of two-thirds or threc-fourtbs, the League of Nations 
would be entering upon a new and difficult path. Admit the 
principle of the vote by majority and you break clearly with 
the classic principle of state sovereignty and, whether you wish 
it or not, you take a decided step toward the ])rincipie of the 
super-state. Before that step is taken there will be some mem- 
orable discussions and contests in the League. 

But it is unnecessary to borrow trouble of the future, the 
present containing enough. It is sufficient here merely to point 
out the fact that the adoption of the majority system of voting 
would involve an essential modification of the present constitu- 
tion of the League. 

The record of the League’s activities during the first three 
years of its existence, jircsented summarily in this chapter, estab- 
lishes the fact that here is a useful, and at times a very useful 
institution, whose influence, whose achievements, no one is at 
liberty legitimately to (juestion. Its humanitarian work has been 
varied and efficient. It has heen the means of settling a number 
of delicate international problems. It has, hy its technical and 
extensive investigations of economic and social problems not yet 
settled, alrea<ly thrown much light upon them and will perhaps 
have contrihuted to their future solution. It has wmrked out an 
elaborate and flexible organization and is better equipped than 
ever to operate,* when invoked, with intelligence and w'ith speed. 
But the great impulse behind the creation of the I^eague was not 
the desire to provide the world with a more convenient and more 
efficient instrument for humanitarian purposes, such as the relief 
of suffering, the prevention of disease or of its diffusion, the 
abolition of evils such as the white slave traffic or the trade in 
opium or other noxious drugs ; nor was it the desire to provide 
the means for, the administration of bankrupt states like Austria, 
or new political creations such as tl^e free city of Danzig or the 
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basin of the Saar. The performance of just such tasks was, 
without doubt, included in the conception which the founders of 
the League had in mind. But their primary and absorbing pre- 
occupation was the creation of an organization able to prevent 
future war. 

What light does the history of the past three years throw 
upon their success in this laudable intention? An uncertain 
light. The period has been too brief and the experiment has 
been conducted under too exceptional circumstances, to justify 
seeing positive conclusions. It is often said, as we have already 
indicated, that the League averted probable wars by its manage- 
ment of the Aaland Islands and Albanian questions, and it may 
be true. But- it may also be said, in regard to the former, that it 
was highly unlikely that Sweden, a country which had not fought 
for the retention of Norway in 1905 but had allowed that country 
peacefully to sever its connections with her, would have gone to 
war in order to wrest a few thousand citizens from Finland. In 
regard to the latter, experience is more enlightening as actual 
fighting was brouglit to a close by the intervention of the League. 
On the other hand, the League, either because of lack of power 
or because not summoned to intervene, counted for nothing in the 
Russo-Polish war of 1920 or the Greco-Turkish war. 

In a related field the League has thus far been even less suc- 
cessful, in the reduction of the world’s armaments. There have 
been debates in the Assembly and in one of the important com- 
missions of the Assembly. There have been investigations and 
reports, but this activity has not yet led to any direct result. 
This may be because there has been too pronounced a disposition 
to consider the subject from a sentimental rather tlian from a 
practical and rational point of view, or it may be because of 
the inherent and formidable difficulty of the problem. But cer- 
tain it is that the only positive achievement in the sphere of 
the limitation of armaments since the close of tlie Great War 
has been accomplished not at Geneva but at Washington, and 
has affected the navies and not the armies of fhe \vorld. The 
Assembly of 1922 appears to have recognized the blunt fact 
that many states, and most convSjiicuous among them France, 
will never consent to any extensive reduction in armamont, unless 
they receive in exchange a more definite and substantial guar- 
antee of security than that proffered by the clauses of the 
Covenant, clauses which inspire at best but a limited confidence. 
It is quite safe to say that no serious progress wiHl be made in 
this direction unless a satisfactory guarantee is found, a guar-* 
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antee more tangible, more obvious, and more solid than any yet 
forthcoming. The demand for this protection cannot be eluded. 
It constitutes the most serious, most insistent challenge to the 
wisdom and the address of the League. 

Whether ^he world possesses in the League of Nations, as at 
present constituted, a more effective, a more practical means of 
preventing war than it possessed before is, after all, as debatable 
a matter as it was in 1919 when the Covenant was recommended 
to a war-sick world. On the one hand, it may be stated, that the 
League possesses no pliysical but only moral force, that its new 
court lacks comnulsory jurisdiction, that the economic weapon 
seems to have heen weakened by the resolutions of the Assembly, 
and that opinion as to the obligations carried by Article 10 
appears as blurred as ever. On the other hand, the League offers 
a swifter and a broader method of international conference 
than the world has ever had before, and conference may prevent 
war. Further, the general activities of the l^'aguc may grad- 
ually create a more contented world, offering fewer points of 
friction. And the fact that the T.oague has continued to exist 
during three troubled years, that its membership has increased, 
and that through it the nations have co-operated fruitfully in a 
number of im])ortant matters, is obviously of good augury. 

INTERNATIONA!. LABOR ORGANIZATION 

Forming a real part of the League of Nations, yet occupying 
a semi-autonomous position within it, is the International Labor 
Organization whose establishment and powers have already been 
described.' One of its chief functions is to hold an International 
Labor Conference each year for the purpose of drawing up 
“ draft conventions ” or “ recommendations ” designed to im- 
prove the general industrial conditions of the world. Four 
conferences have thug far been held and have formulated a 
considerable number of recommendations, some of which have 
been accepted bv several nations or are in ])rocess of discussion 
by them. The iliaracter of their activity is indicated by the sub- 
jects treated in these suggestions, one limiting the hours of work 
in industrial undertakings to eight in the day and forty-eight in 
the week, others concerning the employment of women at night, 
and before and after childbirth, concerning the employment of 
children, and still others regulating conditions of labor m agri- 
culture and at sea. Latterly this organization has undertaken 
the systematic study of problems of emigration and immigration. 

1 Pp. 752-^53. 
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THE CONFERENCE OF WASHINGTON 

The United States liad declined to ratify the Treaty of Ver- 
sailles and had consequently refused to enter the League of 
Nations, mainly because it did not care to become involved in 
all the entanglements of Euro])ean ])olitics, and to assume the 
unknown obligations contained in certain sweeping and indefinite 
articles of the Covenant. Refusing to co-operate in working 
the new and hastily designed mechanism of international nego- 
tiation and action, it was at once accused of a resolution to fol- 
low a policy of isolation in a world in wliicli isolation was 
impossible, of a selfish indiirorence to tlie welfare of the world, 
of an egoistic insensibility to its paramount need for })eace. The 
charge begged the whole question and was, tlierefore, as puerile 
as it was footless. Independent action and isolation are not 
necessarily one and the same thing. The United States had 
never followed a policy of i.^olafion since it had become a nation 
in 1776, Nor did a comparison of its history with the histories 
of the other great ])()wers suggest that it was likely in the future 
to be less solicitous than they about the reign of justice and of 
peace among men, less willing to make sacrifices for such su[)rcme 
and beneficent ends. All that could justly be said was that the 
United States declined to be associated with a ])articular organ- 
ization and that it reserved for itself liberty of action in foreign 
policy. 

That the desire for a peaceful ordering of the world was earn- 
est and widespread, everytlung indicated. Tliat the liberty of 
action might be made greatly to enhance the caVise of peace, to 
further the true interests of other nations as well as of their own, 
w^as a view' ardently entertained by multitudes of Americans, 
w^hether private citizens or government officials. I'hat^such w^as 
tlie case was abundantly proved by the interest antj^ enthusiasm 
aroused by President Harding’s convocation in 1921 of a con- 
ference in Washington to consider tlie general question of dis- 
armament and specific questions relating to the Pjicific and the 
Far East. Authorized by an act of Congress, this ^‘onference* 

10(>0 
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mot on November 12, 1921, and continued in session until Feb- 
ruary 6, 1922, when it finally adjourned, leaving the fate of its 
decisions in the hands of the parliaments of the nations con- 
cerned, for their aj)})rova1 or disapproval. 

The motives prompting the summoning of tliis conference were 
varied. One was the desire for a reduction of tlie armaments 
of the world, armaments whicli constituted a heavy financial and 
economic burden for the nations wliich carried them, and which 
were widely considered as likely to provoke further wars. The 
Conference of l^aris had decrcerl a largo measure of disarmament, 
but only for the nations defeated in the late conflict. But neither 
it, nor the succeeding conferences held in Europe, nor the League 
of Nations had accomplished anything, beyond some discussion 
as yet barren of results, in the line of disarmament of the victors 
and the neutrals in the* Great War, who were much more numer- 
ous than the vaTK|uished. This, the most difficult and most 
comjflicated of (piestions, was as far from solution as ever. 
Might not a new and more })romising effort now be made 
to find a way out of the imj)asse? By attempting to do too 
much, with its scheme of new world organization, had not the 
Conference of Paris done too little? Might not a more modest 
attempt yield a more j)alpable result? By a concentration of 
attention upon certain aspects merely of the general world sit- 
uation, might not a distinct though limited progress be registered, 
and j)ossibly a })ractical example set and a useful method 
indicated? 

The Conference of Washington was not a general world con- 
ference but was restricted to a few ])owers, those most immediately 
concerned in the settlement of the problems that prompted its 
convocation. It was hoped that by definitely limiting the sub- 
jects to be discussed and the number of participants in the 
discussion, the conference would not prove unwieldy end would 
not lose itself in protracted rambles over the whole surface of 
international affairs but might hew close to the line. In the 
mind of those uflio called the Conference, the limitation of arma- 
ment was regarded as closely connected with certain problems 
of the Pacific and t!ie Far East, and this conception determined 
tlie list of invitations sent out from Washington. Greatly inter- 
ested in th^‘ former were our chief associates in the late war, 
England and France and Italy and Japan. Interested in the 
latter were those same powers and also China, Holland, Belgium 
and Portuga]: consecpiently, it was these eight powers which were 
• asked to come to Washington. One Pacific power was not 
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invited, Russia, because she was in tlie grip of a revolutionary 
government whose legality has not been recognized by the other 
states, and because that government was the declared enemy of 
the political, economic and social system represented by the 
latter. Moreover, it would have been difficult in '^921 to state 
with any precision what were the territories included within the 
Soviet Republic. The Russian government protested against 
this neglect of the American government to include her among 
the negotiating powers, and practically declared in advance null 
and void all decisions the conference might make upon Pacific 
and Far Eastern matters. 

The Conference of Washington consisted, then, of the repre- 
sentatives of nine states, six Euro])ean, one American, and two 
Asiatic. The sessions of its various commissions and committees 
were not open to the public, but long and fairly detailed com- 
muniques of their discussions were given to the press, and the 
decisions reached were announced in plenary and open sessions 
of which there were six. Those decisions, embodied in seven main 
treaties and in several supplementary agreements, concerned 
navies and submarines, poison gases, the status of the islands of 
the Pacific, and Chinese affairs. Coder these general heads were 
included a large number of special and distinctive matters, each 
arousing a particular contention of its own, and all closely inter- 
related. It was not found ])ossible to separate these mimeroiis 
subjects sliarply from each other, and to study and decide eacli 
independently and in se(}iionce. All were more or less inter- 
mingled, discussions were carried along simultaneously, and the 
solutions reached in one category were affected by tliose reached 
in the others. In other words, few questions were decided exclu- 
sively on their merits, but th(‘re was the usual give and take of 
diplomacy. Concessions here had to be paid for by concessions 
there. Adherence to [)rinciple was necessarily tempered bv a 
recognition of the claims of expediency, if the attainment of the 
possible was not to be sacrificed to the desire for the rigid and 
irrealisable ideal, l^’lie sj)irit of compromise, which is the only 
spirit by which conflicting principles and clashing interests can 
be harmonized to any practical end, hovered over the ])roceed- 
ings of the conference ami sliaped its results, to the uiK’oncealed 
displeasure of intransigent reformers. 

Into the details of these manoeuvres for position and advan- 
tage on the part of the several powers represented at Washington, 
and of the measures emj)loyed to bring about the« final adjust- 
ment of opposing wills, we qannot enter here. Suffice* it to say* 
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the way of the intriguer was rendered harder in this conference 
than in most of its ])redecessors. On the whole, though not 
entirely, subterranean methods were in considerable disrepute. 

The Conference of Washington was summoned to consider 
primarily tho question of the limitation of armaments. But while 
that question might be considered in its entirety, yet it was, 
after all, a single aspect of the problem that the organizers of 
the conference had })articularly in mind, the possible limitation 
of naval armaments. The war and tlie course of events subse- 
quent to the war revealed a new and striking situation in regard 
to naval })ower. The rivalry of England and Germany was now 
over, after a feverish competition of twenty years. The German 
fleet was at the bottom of the sea and Neptune’s trident, which 
William II had once said must pass from the hand of Britannia 
to that of Germania, was still in the firm grip of the jolly tars 
of England. But the grip was less secure than was at first 
supposed, for, on swee])ing the Iiorizon, the British Admiralty 
perceived a new and lusty rival in the West. The American 
navy, long in process of becoming, liad now attained formidable 
)n’ 0 })ortions and seemed destined speedily to attain proportions 
more formidable still. 

At (-he outbreak of the war, the American navy was a poor 
tliiivl to tliat of England and of Gerniany. We had hitherto 
followed a quiet policy of shipbuilding, but the war enormously 
accelerat(‘(l the ])ace. Stirred to unwonted reflection by the 
emergence and the menace of the German submarine, Congress, 
in August 1916, adoj)ted a policy of large and ra{)id naval 
expansion. It authorized the building, within three years, of 
ten first-class battleships, of six battle cruisers and of many 
smaller vessels. With tlie entrance of the Enited States into the 
war early in the following year, the actual building of the ships 
was sus]>ended and the government turned its attentiun to the 
construction of submarines and a merchant fleet capable of 
transporting aripies and supplies. But with the return of peace, 
the })rogramme of 191(5 was resumed and between 1918 and 1921 
the building of the ships authorized was begun. There was much 
talk of even extending the programme. In 1900 the tonnage of 
the Arnei^can navy was less than a million ; but in 1920 it was 
nearly thret? millions. Naval expenditures had exy^anded from 
about $137,000,000 in 1914 to over $433,000,000 in 1921.^ 

These facts unci many oth(*rs in this chapter are drawn from Buell, R. li., 
The WiuhiiKjtoJ! Conferetice (1922), the most important book that has yet 
^Appeared upon that subject. 
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What did all this mean? It meant, in brief, that the United 
States intended to have a navy as large as any in the world. 
President Wilson liad demanded in a speech delivered in St. Louis 
in February, 1916, that we should have “ incomparably the 
most adequate navy in the world,’’ and while the adverb had been 
later dropped as due perhaps to the excessive warmtli of im- 
promptu eloquence, the fundamental idea was retained and was 
in the mind of Congress when it adopted later in the year the 
programme just described. The succeeding administration of 
IVesident Harding followed in the path thus marked out. That 
the United States had no such need of a large liavy as had 
England was obvious. Tlie United States would not starve if 
its communications with tlie rest of the w^orld w^re cut off. Eng- 
land would. Moreover, tlie British Enqiire, whose population 
was four times as large as that of tlie Tnited States, was scat- 
tered everyw^here over the face of the waters. In comjiarison, 
our transoceanic possessions WTre few and relatively unimpor- 
tant. Yet w^e were suddenly challenging the naval supremacy 
of England, a growth of several centuries, and a natural result, 
if not a necessity, of her position and her economic requirements. 

But a redoubtable navy was arising not only in the West. 
In the East, also, in Japan, a similar instrument was in process 
of rapid creation. In 1914, in 1915, and again in 1920, the 
Japanese government had expanded its naval jirogramme and 
by 1928, if nothing intervened to stop the feverish activity, 
Japan would be provided wdth a large and powerful navy of the 
latest, post- Jutland design. Spending $85,000,000 in 1917, she 
was spending $245,000,000 in 1921, one-third of her entire na- 
tional budget. In 1927 her a})propriations for this programme 
would need to be $400,000,000 and she w'ould bo spending as 
much as the United States, a country twice as large in po])ula- 
tion and whose inhabitants had an average income of $850 to 
hers of $29. 

Meanwhile England, burdened by the extraordinary cost of 
the recent war, and with a greatly disorganized internal economic 
life, w'as in no position, at least for tlie time being, to engage 
in this merry competition. Indeed her Admiralty announced in 
1920 the abandonment of the two-power standard uf)on which 
it had insisted for a generation. Henceforth Enghfnd w^ould be 
content with a navy as large as that of any other single j)ow'er, 
instead of as large as those of any tw'o powers. It should also 
be pointed out that between 1916 and 1921 she \lid not begin 
the construction of any ne\f ca])ital ship, and thijt a^ the same 
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time perhaps two hundred of her old ships had become obsolete 
or were far advanced in obsolescence. 

A capital ship is, by the definition adopted by the Conference 
of Washington itself, a war vessel whose displacement exceeds 
10,000 tons lOr which carries guns whose calibre exceeds eight 
inches. It was estimated that should the naval development of 
the three countries continue as planned without change, the 
United States and England would in 1924 possess each 33 cap- 
ital ships and Japan 17. But the fleets of the United States 
and Ja]3an would have an advantage over that of England be- 
cause they would contain relatively more ships of the newest 
type, the type, that is, that was developed as a result of the 
lessons learned from the battle of Jutland, and which was char- 
acterized by stronger armor and larger guns. 

Such was the situation in 1921. Naval competition of in- 
creasing intensity whose limit could not be foreseen — such was 
the unexj)ected })henoinenon of the years wliich followed imme- 
diately upon that war whicli many optimistic people had thought 
was destined to end war. It could only be a question of time 
when England would re-enter this costly struggle with redoubled 
energy. 

Against whom were these redoubtable engines to be used? This 
was a (piestion that no one cared to answer, or could answ^er 
wdth frankness or certitude. A war between England and Amer- 
ica was widely declared to be unthinkable, but history amply 
attests the fact that what is considered impossible to-day may 
become very real tomorrow. There were several sources of fric- 
tion between Ja})an and the Ignited States and there were ele- 
ments in the population of both those countries which were 
doing what they could to fan and foster the spirit of suspicion, 
and at any moment unfortunate incidents might arise to aid 
them. The prospect was not reassuring. The UniUd States 
w^as in the best position to stand the strain of this race for naval 
supremacy, because it was the richest of the powders involved. 
But even for it the costs would prove a tremendous burden. 
Moreover, the apparent endlessness of the expense was repug- 
nant to the national conscience and the opinion was widespread 
that large armaments increase the probability of their ultimate 
use and that, meainvhile, they embitter international relations. 

On November 12, 1921, at the opening session of the Con- 
ference of Washington, Charles E. Hughes, tlie American Secre- 
tary of Statu in a speech remarkable for audacity, for frankness, 
*and for precision, called halt upon *he perilous tendency of the 
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time and delivered the most serious blow at the prevalent practice 
which it had received within the memory of man. Refraining 
from that emotional exuberance and rlietorical extravagance 
which characterized so much of the current peace propaganda, 
holding himself well within the bounds of the reasonable and the 
practical, he advocated, not disarmament, but a limitation of 
naval armament, and he proposed to that end a definite and 
detailed programme. We can no longer content ourselves,” he 
said, with investigations, with statistics, witli reports, with the 
circumlocution of inquiry. . . . The world wants a practical 
programme which sliall at once be put into execution.” He sug- 
gested a “ naval holiday.” “ For a period of ten years there 
shall be no further construction of capital sliips.” In addition, 
he called upon the United States, Great Britain and Japan to 
scrap some sixty shi})s already in existence or in process of con- 
struction, with a total tonnage of nearly 1,900,000. That the 
United States was not asking others to do something she was 
disinclined to do herself, but that she was prepared to make 
even greater sacrifices than she was demanding, was shown by 
the fact that she was ready to scrap ♦K) ships to England’s 
and Japan’s 17, and that the tonnage scraj)ped would be, in 
round numbers, for herself 8*15,000, for England 58J,000 and 
for Japan 449,000. 

Passing over the details of Secretary Hughes’ carefully elab- 
orated scheme and fixing our attention upon one or two of the 
more outstanding features, we note the all-im])ortant fact that 
when the proposed number of ships had been actually scrap])ed 
and when those not scrap})ed should in the course of time be 
replaced by new constructions, which replacements should be 
limited to 500,000 tons each for Great Britain and the United 
States, and to J300,000 for Japan, the navies of the three coun- 
tries would be in the ratio of 5 — 5 — 3. 

Such, most inadequately described, was Mr. Hughes’ proposal 
for the limitation of naval armament, a proposal which pro- 
foundly impressed the Conference and the public. Mr. Balfour, 
the chief of the British delegation, expressed the prevalent opin- 
ion when he declared this speech to be “ one of the landmarks of 
human civilization ” because it actually combined profession ” 
with practice.” * 

But it is much easier to propose a plan than it is to get it 
adopted. While all the powers concerned immediately accepted 
the proposal in principle,” man}^ wx^eks of stiff aAd tense nego- 
tiation were necessary to bring the project throug\i. Japan 
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insisted stubbornly upon being allowed a larger percentage. Un- 
able to secure this, she demanded the right to retain one of her 
best ships, the Mutsu^ which, by Secretary Hughes’ schedule, 
was destined for destruction. In the end this demand was 
granted, but at the same time the quota to be allowed to the 
Ignited States and Great Britain was proportionately increased, 
the ratio of 5 — 5 — JJ, or one hundred per cent, for those two 
powers to sixty })er cent, for Japan, was picscrved. Even then 
Japanese adherence was gained only by another and more serious 
concession. In return for agreeing to a navy forty per cent, 
inferior to that of the Cnited States, Japan insisted that the 
United States must agree to stop all further fortifications in the 
Pacific islands. As the fortifications, naval bases, coaling sta- 
tions which tlie latter power possessed had in no case been de- 
veloped in a manner adequate to the needs of a possible war in 
the Far East, this Japanese demand virtually meant that Amer- 
ica must definitely renounce all hope of supporting her favorite 
])olicy of the Open Door in the Orient, or even of defending the 
Philippines, by arms. If America wished to bring about the 
limitation of armaments, it must be at this price. The price was 
a heavy one and the renunciation might ])ractically prevent her 
from following any but a verbal policy in the Orient, which might 
prove far from efficacious. Rut the price was paid and America 
consented, as did England, to the adoption of the status quo 
‘‘ with res])ect to fortifications and naval bases in the Pacific 
region.” But there were certain exceptions. This restriction 
was not to ap])ly to the Hawaiian Islands, to Australia, to the 
islands of Ja})an ])roper or to those lying off the coasts of the 
United States and Canada, — except the Aleutian islands. Eng- 
land was to have the right to continue certain developments of 
her naval base at Singapore. 

Another serious difficulty had to be overcome before ^hc central 
idea of Mr. Hughes’ famous speech could be lodged in an actual 
treaty, signed and sealed. Tliat speech had defined the future 
strength of the 'fleets of the United States, Great Britain and 
Japan. But the ratio to be applied to the navies of France and 
Italy was left for the time being in abeyance. When later it 
was proposed that that ratio should be fixed at 1.75 compared 
with the ,for Japan and the 5 for the I nited States and 
England, France objected and demanded more. Her argument 
was as follows. Mr. Hughes’ pro])osal was frankly based upon 
the status quo of 1921, that is, it recognized, and \yould continue 
cin the future, the comparative strength of the different navies 
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as they stood at the time of the meeting of the Conference. But 
France was, in 1914, involved in a naval building programme 
which, had she been able to carry it tlirougli, would have given 
her a far larger fleet in 1921 than she actually possessed. The 
war had forced her to suspend this programme and to concen- 
trate her efforts upon her land armies. She had 'ceased work 
upon her four new supcr-dreadnouglits already begun, and since 
1914 she had not even launched a submarine. But since that 
date England and Jaj)an had gone on building on a great scale 
and the navy of tlie United States had grown extraordinarily. 
Was the status quo of 1921 fair to France? Was it just that 
she should be heavily penalized for doing a tiling which had been 
of the greatest advantage to her allies, for directing all her 
resources to the prosecution of the war on land? Mr. Hughes’ 
ratio worked admirably for the U^nited States and England, as- 
suring their superiority on the seas, which superiority, moreover, 
in the case of the former, was one of very recent origin. France 
was now virtually told that she must henceforth accept the ])osi- 
tion of a fourth-rate naval power, inferior to Japan, whose 
services to the world had certainly not been more consjiicuous 
than hers. 

Whether the capital ship ratio was fair to France or not, it 
was insisted u])on and in the end Fh'ance yielded, but with a 
reservation which jirecipitated a new and bitter cotitroversy and 
which seriously affected the final outcome of the Conference. 
She accepted the ratio in capital ships but declared that it would 
be impossible to accept the corresponding reductions in the case 
of such ‘‘ defensive ships ” as light cruisers, torpedo lioats and 
submarines. “ The idea which dominates the Washington Con- 
ference,” telegraphed M. Briand from Paris, “ is to restrict 
naval armaments which ar(‘ offensive and costly. But I do not 
believe that it is the programme to deny to a nation like France, 
which has a large extent of coasts and a great number of distant 
colonies, the means of defending its communications and its 
security.” » 

M. Briand’s telegram settled one controversy, that of capital 
ships, and opened another, that of the submarines. It accepted 
the ratio proposed for the former but not that proposed for the 
latter. Immediately a discussion began, mainly between France 
and England, which generated an unpleasant and dangerous 
amount of heat and which ended in gravely restricting the scope 
of the possible achievements of the Conference in the direction 
of disarmament. '^Fhe British delegation demanded, tlie total 
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abolition of the submarine, declaring that it was not really an 
instrument of war, that recent history showed that it was no 
defense for weak nations and that it had done little damage to 
battleships, but that its only successes were against merchant 
vessels, that its use for this purpose was barbarous and had 
been universally condemned, that it was merely a weapon of 
murder and piracy and ought to be summarily suppressed. The 
French, Italian and Japanese delegations joined the British in 
ex])ressing their execrarion of the way in which the submarines 
had been used in the recent war. Nevertheless, they held that 
they were useful and effective means of defense,” that they had 
proved serviceable against battleships and as scouts, and that, 
in the words of the French representative, it was unwise to limit 
them unreasonably “ since we have before us an entirely new 
weapon, concerning which no one of us can foresee the possible 
transformation and growth, perhaps in tlie near future.” 

It was found im})ossible to harmonize such utterly divergent 
views or to agree uj)on any of the ])ractical pro])ositions which 
were brought forward. The result was that the Conference was 
unable to take any restrictive action in regard to the building 
of submarines. The nations might, therefore, build as many as 
they sliould choose. But the failure to abolisli the submarine was 
somewhat offset by certain resolutions introduced by former 
American Secretary of State, Klihu Hoot, and later adopted by 
the Conferenc(‘ in a s])ecial treaty, signed by the five powers, the 
United States, Great Britain, France, Italy and Japan. That 
treaty reaffirmed as principles of international law the well- 
known rules about ‘‘ visit and searcli,” in regard to merchant 
ships, and the removal to places of safety, before sucli vessels 
could be sunk, of their crews and passengers, and declared that 
belligerent submarines were not exempt from these rules. Article 
IV of the treaty reads as follows: ‘‘The Signatory Powers 
recognize the })ractical impossibility of using submarines as 
commerce destroyers without violating, as they Avere violated in 
the recent war bf 1914-1918, the recjuirements uniA’crsally ac- 
cepted by civilized nations tor the protection of the lives of 
neutrals and non-combatanis, and to the end that the prohibition 
of the usj of submarines as commerce destroyers shall be uni- 
versally acc^'pted as a })art of the law of nations, they uoav 
accept that prohibition as henceforth binding as between them- 
selves, and they invite all other nations to adhere thereto.” 
Article V of^ the same treaty prohibits “ the use in war of 
4xspliyxiatirig, ])oisonous, or other gases, and of all analogous 
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liquids, materials and devices.” The five powers accept this 
prohibition for themselves and invite ‘‘ all the civilized nations ” 
to adhere thereto. 

The Conference of Washington therefore stopped competition 
in battleships, at least for ten years. It did not ^stop nor did 
it limit competition in the building of submarines or of aircraft. 
It forbade the use of submarines in the way made hideously 
memorable to Americans by the sinking of the Lusitania, and to 
the English b; the narrowness of their escape from starvation. 
Hencefortli, if its stipulations were observed, there could be in 
war no repetition of the recent German achievement of sinking 
12,000,000 tons of merchant shipping and the drowning of 
20,000 non-combatants. 

The Conference of Washington accomplished nothing in the 
matter of military armament as distinct from naval armament. 
The subject was brought up for discussion but was speedily 
laid aside as a result of the decided stand of France. The 
attitude of that country toward the reduction of her army was 
stated by M. Rriand, })rime minister of France and head of 
the French delegation at the Conference. That attitude was 
based upon her need of security. Tlu^re could be no ])hysical 
disarmament of France until Germany had disarmed “ morallv,” 
that is, until she had conclusively shown that hvv temper and 
her purposes had changed, Miat she recognized her responsibili- 
ties and her wrong-doing, and that she was not merely waiting 
and planning for a new war of revenge. There W('i*e few indi- 
cations that she had undergone any such change and many that 
she was a highly dangerous neighbor to France and enemy to 
the peace of the world. Had not her greatest military leader, 
liudendorff, just ])ublished a book in which it was stated that 
war was of God and eternal peace a dream? With 7, 000, 000 
men trained by the late war and wlio could Ix' nu)bilized at any 
time, with her systematic evasions of th(‘ military clauses of the 
Treaty of Versailles, with her police organizations, ostensibly 
designed for the preservation of internal order but really for 
the expert training of men who could instantly become officers, 
should a new war break out, and with her war industries essen- 
tially intact and readily available, Germany was a menace so 
formidable that it would be suicidal for France to (lisarm. Yet 
the Government of France was doing what it safely could. France 
had already reduced her army since the armistice by a third, 
and her military service from three years to two, ^and an addi- 
tional reduction was contemplated. Hut, said M. Hriand, ‘‘if» 
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any one a«ks us to go further, I should have to answer clearly 
and definitely that it would be impossible for us to do it without 
exposing us to a most serious danger/’ If the other nations 
would voice their readiness to guarantee the security of his 
country, if attacked, then France would be willing and happy 
to adopt another plan, but M. Briand said that thus far he had 
heard no such voice. 

This attitude of France was natural and inevitable. It is 
quite safe to say that any other nation, in the same situation 
and confronted with the same problem, would have acted and 
spoken in the same way. Nevertheless, her answer gave offence 
to all those who hoped that the Conference of Washington would 
introduce a new era of reduced armaments, not only on the 
sea but on the land. Public opinion, and for that matter much 
official opinion, passed lightly over the essential difficulty in its 
eagerness to inaugurate a new dispensation. No nation will dis- 
arm if it feels that thereby it will imperil its security. This 
is axiomatic, as all experience attests. Disarmament, therefore, 
will wait upon the discovery of a substitute for armament that 
shall offer at least equal, if not better, guarantees of protection, 
equal, if not superior, weapons of defense. But neither at 
Paris nor at Geneva nor at Washington was this fundamental 
difficulty either sufficiently recognized or sufficiently studied. But 
until the discussion should be concentrated, not upon the evils 
of war but upon the necessity of national self-preservation as 
the central aspect of the matter, no considerable progress could 
be made. There is some evidence that the Third Assembly of the 
Tjcague of Nations in the fall of 1922 was becoming aware as 
to where the real crux of the problem lay. But the Washington 
Conference which preceded that meeting did not wrestle with the 
problem. It merely recognized the obstacle furnished by the 
firm attitude of France, and passed on to tlie consideration of 
other matters. 

There were several other topics of great importance upon its 
programme as announced, — the future of the Pacific, the future 
of the Far East which included tlie problem of China, and 
of the relation to China of Japan, and, to a lesser degree, of 
the Occident. Under these general heads was a tangle of delicate 
and knotty questions, questions whose increasing insistence and 
gravity liad been the chief reason for the summoning of the Con- 
ference and which, obviously, it must attempt to answer. The 
answer was not destined to be either easy or very satisfactory. 
JVevertheluss. tlie labors of the Conference in this field succeeded. 
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at least provisionally, in somewhat relieving a dangerous situa- 
tion, in somewhat reducing an ominous international tension. 

The tension was primarily that existing between the United 
States and Japan. This was nothing new, but in 1921 it had 
reached a point which it had never reached before and which 
was unfavorable for the peace of the world. Japan had objected 
to the annexation of Hawaii by the United States and the United 
States had objected to any considerable immigration of Jaj)- 
anese. Friction had arisen in California out of the desire of 
Japanese settlers in that state to extend their land holdings and 
to send their children to the ]:)ublie schools. But these w^ere 
lesser matters. In 1921, what most disturbed and somewhat 
alarmed public opinion in the United States was Japan’s policy 
in the Orient, not her policy in the Occident. That policy w'as 
aggressive, w^atchful, continuous, and successful, and it crossed 
and thw’arted American policy and American sentiment at many 
points. The end of the World War accentuated the growing 
suspicion and estrangement. With German imperialism out of 
the way, at least ])rovisionally, Americans came to feel more 
generally than they had felt before that Japanese imperialism 
was the menace of the ])resent and of the future, and that it 
was the same in essence, the same in sj)irit, in method and in 
purpose as tlie one now' laid low. 

This opinion of America was based upon an observation of 
the recent history of Japan and of the j)resent tendencies, and 
the more Americans observed, the less satisfied they became. 
Japan’s policy toward China for a generation offended American 
sentiment and counteracted a long established American tradi- 
tion. That sentiment and that tradition, expressed by the term 
of the Open Door,” demanded the recognition of the inde- 
pendence and the territorial integrity of China and of the y)rin- 
ciple of equal opy)ortunity for the commerce and industry of 
all nations throughout the territoi’v of C’hina. Japan liad 
readily accepted, as had other powers, the principle of the open 
door as long as it was limited to a general ]/nrase, but when 
it came to embodying it in actual conduct, lier record was far 
less satisfactory. As a result of the Chinese-Japanese War of 
1894-5, Japan had ac(juired from China the island of Formosa 
and the group of the Pescadores. As a result of tlj(j Russo- Jaj)- 
anese War of 1904—5, she had acejuired the Russian leases of Port 
Arthur and the Liao-Tung peninsula, the cession of the southern 
half of the island of Saghalin, and had forced the ^ithdraw'al of 
Russia from Korea, whose independence was to be assured, but in 
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which Japan was recognized as having paramount ” interests. 
Five years later Japan had destroyed even the shadowy semblance 
of Korean independence and had formally incorporated that coun- 
try in her Empire. The World War of 1914<~1918 offered her 
an unexampled opportunity to extend her power and to consol- 
idate her position in China and in Asia, which opportunity she 
exploited to the full. She declared war u})on Germany, seized 
Kiaiichau and the province of Shantung wiiich were thereupon 
guaranteed her in 1917 by secret treaties with the Allies and 
which were definitely handed over to her by the Treaty of Ver- 
sailles. Further, taking advantage of the weakness of China 
and of the preoccupation of the Western Powers in the war in 
Euroy)e, she had forced, by a forty-eight hour ultimatum, the 
notorious “ Tw^enty-one Demands ” upon China, which not only 
gave her the practical control of Manchuria, which not only 
extended the leases of Port Arthur and Darien to 1997 and of 
the Southern ^Manchurian Railway to 2002, but whicli also 
establislied a virtual protectorate over China. As a further 
result of the Great War, her armies were in Eastern Siberia, 
held Vladivostok and had seized the northern half of the island 
of Saghalin. 

Along with this remarkable military and political expansion, 
had gone measures designed to secure the economic supremacy 
of Japan, in the vast areas brought under her influence, and 
the increasing y)ractical exclusion of other powers. Japans 
economic policy was more efficient than that of Russia and less 
liberal even than that of Germany. The Open Door was being 
gradually but firmly closed. 

Bv the Treaty of Versailles, as has just been stated, Japan w^as 
recognized as the heir of Germany in regard to all the lights, 
titles and ])rivileges wdiich the latter pow’er had enjoyed in Kiau- 
chau and the ])rovince of Shantung. President ^yilson^s consent 
to this transfer had aroused vehement opposition in America and 
was one of the reasons for tlie refusal of America to accept the 
treaty. Japan'had, it is true, given a verbal and informal prom- 
ise to the President that she would return the political sover- 
eigntv of this territorv to China, but American public opinion 
was bv this time verv ‘sceptical in regard to Japanese promises 
and, moreover, it notVd that this particular one concxnmed polit- 
ical sovereignty alone, Japan ^ retaining only the economic 

privileges granted to Germany.’^ 

Behind tins aggressive, iiersistent, successful policy ot 
and ecorminic expansion, the American people saw s< 


political 

nnething 
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more than merely the energy of an ambitious and efficient people, 
imitating Western imperialism as it had imitated so much else 
that was of Western origin. They san that a certain interna- 
tional political arrangement liad facilitated and encouraged this, 
to them unwelcome, development of Japan’s position jn the Orient, 
namely the Anglo- Japanese Alliance, an alliance which had sub- 
sisted since 1902. Thc}^ believed that Japan never could have 
gone so far had it not been for that alliance, which, moreover, 
they believed had encouraged British imperialism in Asia as well. 
Moreover, a fundamental provision of that alliance gave great 
oflfence to America. In the treaty as first concluded in 1902, 
Japan and England promised each other that in case either one 
should be involved in war in defense of its territorial rights 
or special interests, the other would remain strictly neutral, but 
that in case any third power should join in the hostilities, then 
the other contracting power should sup])ort its ally by arms. 
But as early as 1905 the Alliance was altered. Hitherto Eng- 
land had been obliged to give military aid to Ja])an, or Japan 
to England, only in case of the intervention of a third ])ower. 
Now each agreed to come to the aid of the other and make war 
and peace in common, if either party should become involved — 
and without waiting for the intervention of any third power. 
The military obligation was thus greatly enlarged. 

This obligation was in force from 1905 to 1921. What did 
it mean? The Anglo- Japanese Alliance had been at first directed 
against Russian ini})eriali.stic policies in Asia. It had later served 
against another iinpeiialistic power, Germany. But now both 
Russia and Germany had been eliminated as a menace to the 
peace of Asia. Against whom was the treaty now directed, if 
against anyone? What was the need of its continuance? Ameri- 
cans observed that it would operate in this way, namely, that if 
either China or the United States should ev(*r care to challenge 
Japan’s position in Asia by force, it would be confronted by the 
combined military and naval strength of England and Japan. 
As from the nature of things no such challenge could come from 
China, a feeble military [)Ower, a disorganized state, against 
whom would tlie Alliance operate? 

The idea of a possible war between England and Aiverica was 
utterly repugnant to both countries. Yet the fact remained that 
the former was legally bound, under certain conditions, to take 
up arms against the latter. The Anglo-Japanese Alliance, with 
its ten-year term, was due to expire on July ITi, 1921. The 
United States made it veryc plain that in her opinio*.i it ought 
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not to be renewed. Yet England, anxious though she was not 
to offend the United States, desired, for various reasons, to pre- 
serve the Alliance, and Japan was strongly opposed to its 
abandonment. Statesmen of both countries “ assured ’’ the 
United States that it was “ well understood ” that the Alliance 
would never be directed against lier. But wliatever the under- 
standings might be, the terms of the Alliance were explicit. 
Moreover, the United States objected to the Alliance, not prima- 
rily because she feared war with England and Japan, as she was 
morally certain that England would not take up arms against 
her whatever the terms of the treaty might be, but because she 
believed that the Alliance had distinctly fostered and would 
continue to foster, Japanese militarism and imperialism in Asia. 
A fresh and striking illustration of its tendency was at hand. The 
Alliance had contributed to the defeat of China and the discom- 
fiture of President Wilson at the Conference of Paris, because 
it absolutely ])revented England from opposing the Shantung 
award ; in other words, from freely considering the merits of the 
matter. 

As tlie date for the expiration of the Anglo- Japanese agree- 
ment a{)proached, Lloyd George hit upon a scheme that would 
})rolong it indefinitely and that yet would, it was ho))ed, satisfy 
those opposed to ami those in favor of the Alliance, — a plan as 
ingenious as it was futile. The Chiited States remained unpro- 
j)itiated by the ministerial cleverness. 

Such were some of the aspects of Mie Far Eastern situation 
when the Conference of Washington opened in November, 1921. 
One of the acliievemeiits of the Conference was the abolition of 
tliis Anglo-Japaiiese Alliance. This was accomplislied by the 
means of a larger combination, into which the smaller one was 
absorbed. The Four-Power Treaty, signed by Great Britain, 
Japan, the United States, and France, was the meth.^d devised 
for removing this obstacle from the international scene. That 
treaty did not create an alliance, one of four powers to take 
tlie place of one of two. But it substituted for an alliance an 
agreement designed to safeguard the interests of the nations 
concerned and to ]n’Ovide a method of adjusting disputes and 
meeting dangers that might arise in the future. The four 
])owers agreed to respect ” the rights of each otlier in their 
insular possessions and insular dominions in the region of the 
Pacific Ocean,” declaring, in a separate document, that this 
phrase did not include the islands of Japan proper. They 
tUgreed tlyit if any controversy should develop between them 
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arising out of any Pacific question and involving their said 
rights,” and which cannot be settled by ordinary diplomatic 
processes, then they shall meet in joint conference for the pur- 
pose of considering and adjusting the matter; that if any out- 
side Power shall threaten their “ said rights ” by aggressive 
action, the Four shall communicate with one another fully and 
frankly,” in order to arrive at an understanding as to the most 
efficient measures to be taken, jointly or separately, to meet the 
exigencies of the particular situation”; that the Treaty shall 
remain in force for a period of ten years and shall continue in 
force thereafter, subject to the right of any of the Four Powers 
to terminate it upon giving twelve months’ notice; that as soon 
as this Treaty is ratified, the Agreement between Japan and 
England shall terminate.” 

A ‘‘ Declaration,” accompanying this Treaty and designed for 
the satisfaction of tlie Ignited States, j)rovided that the Treaty 
should not be considered as involving the assent of the Cnited 
States to “ mandates ” granted in the Pacific under the Treaty 
of Versailles, should not prevent her making separate agreements 
concerning islands lield under mandates, and declaring also that 
the controversies contemplated in tlie treaty should not be held 
to include those (luestions which according to principles of 
international law He exclusively witliin the jurisdiction of the 
respective Powers.” Such questioiis as immigration and the 
independence of the Phi]ip})ines were in the minds of the authors 
of these reservations. 

Another set of })roblems, namely, those concerning ('hina, de- 
manded consideration at tlie hands of the Gonferc'iice of Wash- 
ington. If the policy of the Open Door,” if tlie recognition 
of the territorial integrity and political indepeiulence of (’liina, 
objects to which tlie American government had over and over 
again declared its adhesion, were to pass from the domain of 
words to the domain of realities, much of the work of the nine- 
teenth and twentieth centuries would have to be undone, for those 
centuries had brought about very numerous and intricate in- 
fringements u])on both the commercial and political and terri- 
torial and institutional freedom of China. '^I'reaty restrictions, 
exacted generally as the result of wars, lu^Id that country tightly 
enmeshed, and imposed u{)on her a variety of obligaijions to for- 
eign powers prejudicial to her interests and well-being. These 
encroachments upon her territory and her freedom of a<dion 
had increased greatly during the past twenty years. At the time 
when the Washington Conference was opened, Japan possessed 
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undeniable political and economic ascendency over Manchuria, 
Shantung, and a part of Siberia, and other powers possessed 
rights that derogated from China’s sovereignty and rendered her 
international position humiliating and weak. Had not the time 
come to begin the work of liberation from the aggressions and 
injustices of* the past? 

, It can hardly be said tliat it liad. The Conference of Wash- 
ington accoin])]ished some things in this direction but not many. 
The work of history is not easily reversed. The Chinese dele- 
gation presented China’s demands in a series of ten resolutions 
wliich, had tliey been acce])ted and acted upon, would have given 
China administrative and political independence, would have 
undermined the “ vested interests ” of foreign powers, would 
liave given lier the right to make her own tariffs as she might 
choose, would have abolislied extra-territoriality in its vari- 
ous forms, and would have preserved her neutrality. But the 
acliievenients of the Conference were \o have no such scope or 
significance. China was given the right to raise her tariff some- 
what, but not as much as she desired or as was necessary to put 
the national finances in good condition. Her tariff was still to 
be made to serve primarily the interests of foreign powers, as 
had long been the case, instead of her own interests. When 
China asked the right to manage her own postal system, she was 
not given it. For some fifty years, various nations had main- 
tained their own post offices in China. In 1921 Japan maintained 
there about 125 j)ost offices. Great Britain and France about 
a dozen each, and the United States one. China was powerless 
to inspect the mail going through these agencies and smuggling 
of such things as opium and morphine could not ho prevented 
by the Chinese authorities. Yet, although the Chinese postal 
s^\stcm had long been efficient, the Conference only hesitatingly 
granted this entire minor request. A resolution Avas passed 
providing for the voluntary AvithdraAval of foreign post offices by 
January 1, 192J, on condition that China maintain an efficient 
service and thut she continue the superAusion of the foreign 
Co-Director General.” 

The reiiuest for the abolition of extra-territorial rights in 
China was not granted but, considering that any determination 
in the matter must depend upon the ascertainment and appre- 
ciation of complicated states of fact in regard to the law and the 
judicial system and the methods of judicial administration in 
China,” the Conference decided that an international committee 
«s])ouId be^ ap^pointed to inquire into the matter and to report 
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within a year, each power concerned being free to accept or 
reject any or all of the recommendations of the committee. 

The demand for the withdrawal of foreign troops from China 
was accepted in principle,” but the practical execution was 
to be made the subject of a full and impartial inquiry,” the 
Powers being deemed free to accept or reject all or any of 
the findings of facts or opinions expressed in the report ” that 
would follow the inquiry. 

Where there was such slight eagerness to meet the Chinese 
point of view, the efforts of the Chinese delegation to find out 
how extensive and what precisely were the foreign commit- 
ments,” the “ private contracts ” of foreigners in China, were 
blocked quickly and decisively by the interested Powers. And, 
of .course, the relinquishment of foreign lease-holds was not se- 
cured, chiefly because of the opposition of Japan. These included 
the British leaseholds of Wei-hai-wei in Shantung, and Kowloon, 
opposite Hongkong, the French lease of Kwangchow-wan in 
South China, and the Ja})anese leases in Port Artluir and Darien. 
Mr. Balfour announced that England was willing to give up 
Wei-hai-wei but not Kowloon, M. Viviani declared tliat France 
was ready to join in the collective restitution of territories 
leased to various powers in China,” under conditions, and the 
Japanese delegates announced that they wished to make it clear 
tliat Japan has no intention at present to relincjuisli the impor- 
tant rights she has lawfully acquired and at no small sacrifice.” 
Nothing, therefore, was accomplished directly by the raising of 
this question. Later, something was accomplished in anotlier 
way. 

Few indeed were the practical measures taken at tlif Confer- 
ence of Washington for the liberation of Cliina from tlie tram- 
mels which the aggressions of other nations had imposed upon 
her and which had rendered illusory her territorial in- 
tegrity and her political independence. But wliile in practice 
the powers were little disposed to sacrifice their actual 
‘Sx'sted rights,” they were very willing to join in general 
statements of the most reassuring character conemming their 
policies and purposes in China. A treaty was signed by all the 
nine powers at the Conference whose declared aim was to safe- 
guard the rights and interests of China and to ])rqmote inter- 
course between China and the otlier Powers upon the basis of 
equality of opportunity.” The Powers recognized once more, 
as they had done before, the [)rinciple of the Onen Door, a 
princi])le now formulated anew and with somewhat greater t>re- 
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cision than ever previously. If they should carry out in practice 
what they expressed in words, a large liberation of China would 
result, a real invigoration of her national life and institutions. 
But in view of the previous record of the Powers and of the rev- 
elations of their temper at the Conference of Washington, the 
reader may well preserve an attitude of considerable scepticism 
as regards the value of this treaty. 

There was one ])ractical question, recent in origin, which the 
public opinion of America would not allow the Conference to 
elude, the question of the Japanese occupation of Shantung, 
which had lain uneasily upon the national conscience ever since 
the Conference of Paris. Tlie Conference as a whole, indisposed 
frankly to take u]) this matter itself, referred it to China and 
Japan for direct negotiation. That negotiation was long and 
difficult and was brought to a conclusion largely through the 
efforts of Mr. Hugiies and Mr. Balfour. A treaty was made 
between the two j)owers concerned which provided for the with- 
drawal of the Japanese from Kiauchau, the former German leased 
territory, and its restoration to China. A more important matter 
was the dis[)()sition of the Tsinan-fu railway, the control of which 
carried with it the virtual economic control of the province of 
Shantung. It was finally agreed that Cliina was to purchase this 
railway for about $32,()()(),()0(), but that until com])lete payment 
was made tlie railway was to have a Ja})aiiese traffic manager, 
subject to the direction of a diinese managing director, a Japan- 
nese accountant and a Chinese accountant of equal rank. As the 
actual |)ayment, whicli is on ilie instalment plan, will not be com- 
j)leted for five years, there remains a cliance, given the disturbed 
internal conditions of China, that obstacles may be jJaced in the 
way of payment. The economic control of Shantung will, there- 
fore, remain, at least provisionally, somewhat in doubt. 

As to the problem of Siberia, raised by the late wer, all that 
the (V)nference accomplished was to bring forth a statement from 
the Ja])anese delegation to the effect that it was the fixed and 
settled ]H)licy of Jaj)an 1o respect the territorial integrity of 
Russia and to observe the ])rinciple of equal o])portunity for the 
commerce and industry of all nations. 

Such was the work of the Conference of Washington, a valu- 
able w^ork, yet one w'hose value is unecjual and, in parts, problem- 
atical. The ])robability of a war betweeri England and the 
Ihiited States was now' reduced to a minimum, one between Japan 
and the United States was rendered less likely. On the other 
hand, tha Open Door in China renuiins a theory, not a reality. 
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a principle and not a fact. It may reasonably be argued that 
Japan’s position in the Orient is stronger than ever, unless moral 
force, the only weapon the United States is willing to use, should 
be sufficient to restrain her imperialism. World opinion, declared 
Mr. Root at one of the sessions of the Conference, “ is the 
greatest power known to human history.” It may well be doubted 
whether such a thing as “ world opinion ” has ever existed, but 
it is not forbidden to hope that it may come to exist some day, 
and that it may be of the right kind. 



CHAPTER LIV 


THE ECLIPSE OF THE ENTENTE 

One subject, of capital importance, remains to be considered, 
tlie fate of tlie Treaty of Versailles. That document is none 
too popular in the world to-day, but this fact need occasion no 
surprise and need not unduly disturb us. Unless all types of 
human nature had changed it was to be expected that the de- 
feated would denounce as an outrage a document that signalized 
their discomfiture. All treaties are unpopular with those who, 
by their terms, are required to pay the piper. And the Treaty 
of Versailles, ])erha{)s the most comprehensive and varied treaty 
on record, ex[)oses so large a surface, treats so many questions, 
delivers so many verdicts, offends so many interests and so many 
scfiools of tliought, Socialists, I^icifists, Communists, that it was 
iiu‘vitably bound to raise a multilude of enemies whose collective 
voice was (juite sufficient to cleave the general ear. The critics 
might not agree among themselves, nor did they in this instance, 
oiv* reserving his denunciation for this section or provision or 
aspect of the treaty, another for that. The widespread clamor 
might consist of dissonances rather than of harmonies, but the 
result was the same, a most horrendous din. And criticism came 
from the victors who had drawn it up and who might be expected 
to support it, as it came from the vanquished who had but a 
slight share in it> composition and ^^lu) were its predestined 
opponents, dedicated to its revision or annihilation, a Hannibal 
was dedicated to the destruction of Koine, — an enterprise, be 
it said in ])assing, A\luch proved beyond his jiowers. 

M. IViincaret President of the French Republic, whom the 
formidable document displeased in certain of its features, said, 
on the morrow of its signature: ‘‘The Treaty of Versailles will 
be a continuous creation.” This observation has been abundantly 
vindicated l^y subsequent history. For that treaty differs to-day 
in several respects from what it was on June 28, 1919. For 
instance, those clauses wliich promised the trial of the Kaiser 
and the war^ criminals have })ractically been dropped after (i 
• jireliminary and half-hearted attempt to enforce them. Again, 
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the treaty was based upon the assumption that it would have 
behind it the support of America. That support lacking, its 
practical, though not its juridical, force has been diminished and 
particularly has the experiment of the League of Nations been 
conducted under very different conditions from those contem- 
plated when the clauses ordering it were written. The con- 
tinuous creation ’’ of this part of the treaty has undoubtedly 
produced an institution departing, how far it would be difficult 
fo say, from the original conception of its founders. 

, Other clauses might be mentioned which have been nullified or 
altered by the course of events since the midsummer of tlie year 
1919. AVe will mention only one. That entire section of the treaty 
which establishes a system of re])arati()ns which Germany must 
pay for the damage done to those whom she unjustly attacked 
has thus far not been fulfflled. Around its elaborate and some- 
what flexible ])rovisions has raged a fierce discussion, among the 
Allies themselves, and between them and Germany. The result 
has been thus far a deadlock, that is in a certain measure, a 
nullification of the clauses in question. At the present mo- 
ment, July 1923, the whole matter is in suspense, having mean- 
while contributed greatly to the unfortunate and costly 
embroilment of the world. 

It is impossible here to summarize the discussion of this subject, 
which has given rise to a vast controversial literature. Suffice it 
to say that the treaty imposed a heavy finajicial bui*den upon 
Germany, but one much inferior to the financial burdens imposed 
by her action u})on the Allies. It established a special agency 
for the final determination of the exact sums she must })ay and 
for their collection, the Commission o f He, )arations. It soon 
became apparent that the treaty was seriously defective in that, 
while establishing a severe, yet just, obligation, it provided in- 
adequate means for compelling its dis(‘[iarge. There was no 
reason to sup})osc that a country lik(‘ Germany would ever exe- 
cute its promises, signed and sealed, unh‘ss lu‘ld constantly and 
firmly to the punctual performance of the artich‘!s of agreement. 
And in the matter of corn[)ulsion the treaty was very weak. 
Indeed the vicissitudes of the controversy over n'parations has 
brought into relief the imperfections and the vices of the Treaty 
of Versailles as nothing else has done. The makers of^ that docu- 
ment asserted, to the ]>oint of wearisome iteration, that, unlike 
their predecessors in diplomacy, they were flominatcd in their 
work by a higher and more virtuous philosophy o/ statecraft. 
But, as a liberal and learned Frenchman has recently said: The • 
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traditional diplomacy, which did not possess the hifjh preoccupa- 
tions, rational and moral, of the new diplomacy, did possess, on 
the other hand, certain positive and realistic qualities. Its 
solutions were often imperfect but, most of the time, they were 
clear. The old treaties had a definite character; they settled 
questions. 'I'hus tlie Treaties of Vienna, which, according to tlie 
consecrated phrase, treated peoples like licrds of cattle, never- 
theless assured Europe a long peace. On the contrary the 
Treaty of Versailles leaves a quantity of questions in suspense’, 
indicating only the principles wliich ought to dominate their 
solution.” ^ 

Nowhere docs the Treaty of Versailles more completely justify 
this stricture than in the section devoted to the problem of 
reparations. Strong in the assertion of rights and })rinciples it 
is most defective in all that concerns penalties for non-observance. 
Unless one assumes that the apparent standpoint of its authors 
was sound and sufficient, namely, that once formally accepted by 
Germany the latter would faithfully and scrupulously, however 
reluctantly, observe its terms, a standj)oint as naive as it was 
rash, and one not justified by any [)revious revelations of either 
history or psychology, one nmst admit that the lack of clear and 
certain compulsion in its provisions offered a minimum of a 
guarantee and invited a maximum of discussion, and consequent 
uncertainty to the interested ]3arties. Those ])artie8 were, after 
the unexpected withdrawal of America from participation in the 
execution of the treaty, France and England, Italy and Belgium, 
and Germany. These five were destined, as the issue was to 
prove, to diverge from each other, in ways dangerous to the 
effective enforcement of the reparation programme, — and per- 
haj)s disastrous. 

The ])criod that succeeded the war proved disappointing. 
Peace did not come, as ])ictured in ancient fable, abounding and 
robust, charged with fruits and flowers. She had been so long 
awaited, so ardently desired that the majority of men had formed 
altogether too* uncritical, too optimistic a notion of what she 
would be like. Disap])ointed that she did not bring back pros- 
perity in her tram, deceived in their hopes, which were entirely 
unreasonable, many men, shortsighted and superficial, fell upon 
the Treaty ot Versailles, holding it responsible for the existing 
situation, which was certainly distressing. The economic conse- 
quences ot the peace, disastrous consequences of course, became 

1 Joseph yartliideiny, Revue Politique et Parlemenfatre, March, 1923, 
p. 481. 
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the shibboleth of the hour. It ought not to be necessary to point 
out that no treaty, whatever its provisions, could restore to the 
economic organism of Europe its former vigor. It ought to 
be superfluous, but it is not, to recall the very evident truth that 
the real source of the world’s suffering lies cliiefly and overwhelm- 
ingh^ elsewhere. We are experiencing not primarily Ibhe economic 
consequences of the peace, but the economic and numei'ous other 
consequences of the war. This matter, however, involves certain 
embarrassing questions of responsibility wliich many of the critics 
of the Treaty would ])refer to transfer to the authors of the 
peace rather than to the authors of the war. 

But, whatever tlie causes of the distress and disorder of the 
world, the work of reconstruction must obviously be undertaken 
and pushed as vigorously as possible. The basis of reconstruc- 
tion, as laid down in the Treaty of Versailles, was the right of 
the victors to reparations for damages inflicted by the war. The 
country most deeply concerned in this ])olicy was France, to a 
lesser degree Belgium, England and Italy. Of the victors then, 
France became the most insistent defender of the Treaty of 
Versailles because, despite its numerous and grave defects, it at 
least decreed the essential thing, the right to rcjiarations. But 
in practice it soon became evident that this right would be 
extraordinarily difficult to enforce. The subject became the 
theme of endless discussion, of frecpient conferences, of agree- 
ments reached, only shortly to be re-opened. As the years went 
by France saw her prospects of ever recovering her just due 
becoming constantly less and threatening utterly to disappear. 
By 1922 what had she received? Certain reparations in kind, 
of which the most important were deliveries of coal, irregular 
at that, and obtained only by repeated threats of jienalties to 
be imposed; also a jiartial reimbursement of the expenses of 
her army of occupation, — these and not much else. V(‘ry little, 
if anything, paid by the German Government for the restoration 
of the devastated regions. If Germany would not pay for this 
restoration, France herself must do so, or it^ must remain 
indefinitely postponed. One fact was registered by the passage 
of time, namely that, either because she could not ])ay or because 
she would not, Germany at every moment, fiercely, and often 
successfully, resisted tlie claims and orders of the Jleparation 
Commission, and that her record in the matter of deliveries of 
coal or coke or live stock was one of repeated delays or of failure, 
partial or extensive, to discharge her obligations. Oyer and ovt*r 
again was the Commission obliged formally to register these acts 
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of commission or omission and to protest against tliem. Partic- 
ularly determined was Germany’s resistance when it came to 
an}’^ payment of money, and very vehement was her opposition to 
giving any of the positive guarantees or securities for payment 
which the Allies might suggest. Meanwhile she was spending 
enormous sums on the replenislnnent and expansion of her eco- 
nomic equipment, factories, shipyards, railroads, canals, so that 
when the moment for normal world trade should come again, she 
would probably be in a betler situation than any of her com- 
petitors. Indisj)osed to seek seriously to re])air the damages 
she had inflicted upon others, her governing classes were most 
eager to work for themselves, and to see the state assume formid- 
able burdens in order to })lace the national industries in the most 
perfect condition anent the day which must come in time when 
Germany might try to resume that economic war with the rest 
of the world which had been interrupted by the late conflict on 
the field of battle, with its unexpected consequences. And another 
alarming as})ect of the situation, whicli cast deepening shadows 
before it and which threatened the Allies with the total loss of 
their hopes for ])urtial remuneration of their just claims, was 
the reckless, and, as it seemed to increasing numbers of people, 
the dishonest financial ])olicy of the German government with its 
issues of paper monev, at first moderate and later fantastic and 
unrestrained, until the dollar which, in 191 4, could buy only four 
German marks could in 192;!, buy twenty, thirty, forty and ulti- 
mately hundreds of thousands of them. This wild inflation might 
ruin multitudes of Germans, but it had its advantages for a few, 
indeed for precisely those rich industrialists who had, according to 
Rathenau, become the economic barons of Germany, replacing the 
feudal and military barons of the old regime. But whatever the 
eflect of this inflation upon the Germans might be, it would 
perhaps be for the Allies disas’^rous, even catasti op<iic. hoi it 
meant imnitablv the ultimate bankruptcy of the state. Then 
where would reparations be? Bv a bankruptcy, which French- 
men, and incfeasing numbers of other peojAe, came to believe 
was, in considerable measure, intentional, deliberately oigamzed, 
and therefore fraudulent, reparations might vanish into air, thin 
air, aiifj become such stuft as dreams are made of. 

Unhappily for the French their leading partner in the enforce- 
ment of the peace, as recently in the prosecution of the war, 
took a different view of the situation and of the measures that 
should be a^lopted to meet it. As the months went by the diverg- 
ence of England and France bccanie more and more accentuated, 
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whether in the numerous conferences that succeeded each other, 
or in the discussions of the Commission of Reparation, or in the 
independent policies which each country followed more or less 
outside the framework of the Treaty of Versailles. England, 
w^hose representative, Lloyd George, had had perhaps more 
to do witli making the reparation clauses of the 'treaty than 
anyone alse, soon began to change her tone. Never denying the 
right of France to re{)arations, she, however, soon came to put 
less and less emphasis upon them and more and more upon the 
reconstruction of Euro])c is a whole, including Russia and Ger- 
man y and the central states. When the French talked of their 
devastated regions, the English talked of theirs, their idle facto- 
ries, their army of unemployed, and they were prone to ascribe 
their economic distress to the burden of reparations that hung 
over Germany like a pall and prevented her recovery, thereby pre- 
venting her from becoming a profitable customer again. This 
was much too easy and too complacent a theory of the causes 
of England’s economic difficulties, many of which must be 
ascribed to her own questionable or unwise domestic measures 
and not to the Treaty of Versailles or to the state of Central 
Europe or Russia or France, or to re|)arations, or to something 
outside herself, making for misery. 

But, whether rightly or wrongly, English opinion generally 
held that the demands made upon Germany were exaggerated, 
were far beyond her power to pay, and that they explained the 
continuance of the world crisis. From this attitude flowed sev- 
eral consequences whose effect was steadily to weaken the French- 
English entente and to encourage (ierman resistance. The 
English regarded this resistance as justified, at least to a certain 
extent, and were emphatically opposed to the adoj)tion of co- 
ercive measures to make the (iermans [)ay, measures w'hich the 
French were more and more coming to helievi* the only ones that 
would yield any results. Thus the reduction of reparations, 
constantly demanded by the (xermans, was held to be reasonable 
and inevitable by the English, who urged the Fren^!h to moderate 
their claims, and to consent to the reduction. Otherwise Europe 
could never be restored. The French replied that to refuse 
France, the obvious and great victim of the w^ar, the reparations 
without which she could not live, and to aid the Gcfmans, the 
chief creators of the world’s present f)overty and distress, to 
escape their just obligations, on the assumption that only thus 
could the w^orld begin to mend, was an iniquitous pro/^eeding and 
a reversal of the moral law. As betw^een an action that**])erhaps 
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might impede the highly problematical restoration of Europe 
and a certain and inevitable crippling, if not the utter ruin, 
of France, obviously it was not difficult for Frenchmen to choose. 
They must insist upon reparations to the full possible extent, 
and that extent did not mean merely the present capacity of 
the German government, fraudulently on the verge of bank- 
ruptcy, but meant the future productiveness of German industry, 
left uninjured and intact by the war, and even expanded and 
perfected in its equipment since the armistice. They pointed 
out that England had sec ured some very important advantages 
over Germany as a result of the war, that her mastery of the sea 
was no longer threatened by tlie latter, that the German navy 
and the German mercantile fleet had almost entirely been handed 
over or were lying at the bottom of the ocean, that German 
submarines had been destroyed and that Germany was forbidden 
by the Treaty of Versailles to construct or acquire submarines 
in the future, even those intended for commercial purposes, that 
the largest and best parts of the German colonial empire had been 
added to the British Em])ire, that Germany for many, many 
years, would not become, if indeed she ever could, the redoubtable 
rival of England that she had been in the two decades before 
the war, that not only was England’s security immensely aug- 
mented by these and other facts, but that very palpable advan- 
tages resulted from them to English industry and commerce. 

Wi)at, on the other hand, was the prevalent French opinion 
of their own situation? It seems perfectly safe to say that the 
Frencli negotiators of the Treaty of Versailles would never have 
signed tliat document, nor the French Parliament have ratified 
it, had not their English and American colleagues agreed to 
guarantee the security of France and to sec that ample repara- 
tions were forthcoming. Guarantees of a military nature France 
must have, and this was her most poignant preoccu});.tion at the 
Conference of Paris ; and re])arations, too, have an obvious con- 
nection with national security. Only when President Wilson and 
IJoyd George* agreed to sign defensive treaties promising the 
support of their two coiintries to France in case of an unprovoked 
attack upon her by Germany, did the French negotiators abandon 
their own ideas as to the best method to attain the end desired. 
What was the result.? President Wilson’s signature was shortly 
seen to have no value. The Senate refused to ratify the Treaty 
of Versailles and never seriously considered the defensive military 
treaty. Aj England had made her observance of the latter 
conditional upon its acceptance by the United States, she was 
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not bound to observe or execute it alone. In the most important 
single matter that came before them, namely tlie future security 
of France, the American and English negotiators at Paris had 
assumed a responsibility which they should never have assumed 
without having had overwhelming evidence that their action would 
have the support of their respective countries. One' of them, at 
least, lacked that assurance. While the Treaty of Versailles and 
the defensive military treaties were not formally connected, yet 
in reality they were most closely associated, for the latter were 
written and signed only because the former was recognized by 
the American President and the British Prime Minister as de- 
fective, at least provisionally, as a guarantee of French security. 
The ability of Lloyd George to win the accej)tance by Parlia- 
ment- of the Treaty of Wn*sailles and the military convention 
could not reasonably be doubted. But the ability of President 
Wilson to secure the ratification at home of his work at Paris 
was, at least, problematical. To make the future territorial 
security of France dependent u[)on the conjectural influence of 
the American Executive with the American Senate, which had 
already given numerous monitory evidences of its indocility, 
w'as, to put it mildly, a grave and hazardous decision. The 
outcome is sufficiently well known. The method adopted at Paris 
of settling this fundamental and vital matter was both unsound 
and risky, in other words, unworthy of a great conference in a 
great crisis of history. This was certainly no way to treat the 
primary necessity of a nation that had been the bulwark of the 
Allied cause, that had, in the convulsions of the times, lost an ally, 
Russia, whose service to her for a (juarter of a century had been 
precious, and that stood confronting a j)eople more populous 
and essentially more powerful than itself, a {)eo{)le which, if the 
past had any light to throw' upon the ])resent, would in all like- 
lihood, seek to recover its former possessions and to recjuitc the 
humiliation of defeat. 

As time went by, France saw' the other promise of the Treaty 
of Versailles which meant the most to her, namely reparations, 
gradually disappearing, under the dilatory and obstructive 
methods of the Germans, constantly demanding a reduction in 
their debt, pleading extenuating circumstances and at the same 
time following out an extravagant and recki(‘ss financial policy, 
which diminished the value of the mark to the vanishing point, 
and presaged speedy bankrujitcv. '^Phe )iroblein of reparations 
led to a series of discords and disf)ut(^s between ^ France and 
England, as England w'as generally found arguing fojr w'hat it 
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called moderation, a moderation which the Frencli thought was 
entirely at their expense. The French hoped for a moment 
that the overthrow of Lloyd George on October 19, 1922, and 
the advent to power of the Conservative party under Bonar 
Law might bring about a more cordial co-operation between the 
two Allies.^ But the elections wliich followed that event were 
anything but reassuring. IVIr, Lloyd George was head of a gov- 
ernment that rested upon a coalition of Conservatives and Lib- 
erals. But the majority of his Conservative supporters finally 
became restive and considered that the return to the old system 
of strictly party government was, for many reasons, desirable. 
When, therefore, tliey indicated that they were no longer dis- 
posed to sup})ort tlie coalition, Lloyd George’s majority vanished 
over-night and there was nothing for him to do but resign. But 
in the electoral campaign which ensued the essentials of Lloyd 
George’s policy with reference to France and reparations were 
not assailed by many of the Conservative candidates. And there 
was, from the Frencli standpoint, another disquieting sign, the 
attitude of the liabor candidates. Tlie Labor Party had been 
slowly growing for many years and there was a widespread 
belief that it would emerge from the present struggle at least 
Hie second party in Parliament. Such proved to be the case. 
The strength of the parties in the new House of Commons, 
elected November 15, 1922, was as follows: Conservatives 344, 
Labor 138, Asejuith Liberals GO, Lloyd George Liberals 57. From 
neither brancli of the Liberal party had the French any reason 
to expect support for their point of view, and still less from the 
Labor party, 'inhere was much discussion during the campaign 
as to whether tlie Taibor ])arty was a Socialist party or not. 
Indeed there was discussion within the party itself as to its pre- 
cise complexion. Certain it was that it contained a very large 
number of Socialists, and it proceeded on the opening of the new 
Parliament to choose as its official leader an able and convinced 
Socialist, J. Ramsay Macdonald. 

This party, '*now the official Opposition, had, during the cam- 
paign, advocated, within the purely domestic field, such measures 
as the nationalization of mines and railways with increased share 
of contrpl for the workers, a national housing scheme, an increase 
of the inheritance and super-taxes, a reduction of the taxes on 
incomes below £500, no taxation of those below £250, a gradu- 

Mr, Bonar Law was compelled, owin^ to ill health, to resipn in May, 
1923, and was 0 siieeeed<*d in the premiership by Mr. Stanley Baldwin, at that 
time C'har^rellor of the Kxehecpier. 
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atcd levy on fortunes exceeding £5000; real independence for 
Egypt, real self-government for India, and the acceptance of 
the constitution of the Irish Free State. Within the field which 
particularly interested the French, that of foreign policy, the 
Labor party had advocated the revision of the Peace Treaties, 
and reparations within the capacity of Germany to pay,’^ a 
phrase which meant but one thing, the further reduction of the 
claims of the Allies against their recalcitrant debtor. As the 
Labor party would have about a hundred and fifty votes in the 
new Parliament and as it might, in the near future, if the con- 
fident predictions of its supporters should be realized, secure 
control of the Government itself, its programme was of undoubted 
importance to other nations as well as to England herself. 

Thus as the French examined the results of this local English 
crisis which had interjected itself into the general European 
crisis they saw that no change had occurred favorable to their 
point of view. Meanwhile events were taking place in Germany 
itself which were not calculated to reduce the tension between 
that country and France. The fairly conciliatory Wirth min- 
istry, which had enjoyed the supjmrt of the Majority Socialists, 
fell, and was succeeded, on November 22, 1922, by the ministry 
of Dr. Cuno, ^Manager of the Ilainburg- American Line, the sev- 
enth Chancellor the republic had seen since its proclamation in 
1918, As the Social Democrats refused to join this ministry 
it could only count on the support of the frankly bourgeois ” 
parties. Cuno himself claimed to be of no party and he organized 
a so-called Business Ministry. As his own affiliations were with 
the big business interests whose power had become steadily more 
and more apparent, it seemed likely that his conduct would be 
one ])leasing to those interests. 

Such then was the situation at the close of 1922. The 
French became convinced that the Germans did not mean to 
pay for the damage they had done. They on their side were 
determined to collect what they could upon a bill which was 
just. They were willing to grant a inoratoriunV for a certain 
length of time, that Germany might try to put her finances in 
some kind of order, but they insisted upon possessing some posi- 
tive guarantees, some security, in case of continued default or 
bad faith. It was over this proposal to bring a great<;r presssure 
to bear upon the German government than had been brought 
before to compel it to a policy of payment that the final dis- 
cussions between England and France occurred. At, a conference 
held in London in December 1922 and at one held in I’aris in Jan- 



FRENCH OCCUPATION OF THE RUHR 


1091 


uary 1923, tlie sliarpness of the disagreement of the two powers 
was shown to be too great for continued co-operation. A 
few days later, on January 11, 1923, the French began the 
occupation of the Ruhr, the richest industrial and coal-producing 
region of Germany. The English government condemned this 
action as doomed to failure, as certain to make a bad situation 
worse. Englisfi, and many American, economists and bankers 
held this occupation an economic mistake, but tlie French ob- 
served that tliere was some reason to believe that wisdom would 
not necessarily die with economists and bankers, and that the 
limitations of their powers as ])ropliets had been proved in 1914 
when many of them had asserted that the war could not last six 
months, whereas Lord Kitchener, whose })retensions to economic 
knowledge were slight, had asserted that it would very likely last 
three years. 

In entering the Basin of the Ruhr, what the French did was 
to seize the most valuable single asset of the defiant and slippery 
debtor. In 1919 President Wilson and Premier Lloyd George 
assured the French that if they would abandon certain securities 
upon which they were inclined to insist, they should receive pro- 
tection and payment. Having received neither but being left in 
the lurch by the nations whose representatives made the promise, 
the Fh’ench had come to see, by 1923, that if they were to have 
protection and ])aynient it must be through their own efforts. 
From the authorities of the Anglo-Saxon countries France had 
received nothing but advice to abate her claims, those countries 
in their own cases not abating theirs. Reluctantly slip came 
to the conclusion tliat she must break, if possible, the manifest 
determination of the directing classes of Germany not to make 
any real effort to comply with the terms of .the Treaty of Peace, 
even if, in so doing, she should encounter English opposition, an 
opposition which would encourage her opponents and weaken her 
action. 

The English and American critics of the French programme 
chiefly emjiha.'^Mzed economics. They desired the economic re- 
habilitation of Germany, so that that country might become 
the customer she had been before, and therefore contribute to 
the general rehabilitation of Europe. But before attaining this 
appareiAly liberal attitude both Fmgland and America had care- 
fully assured themselves that she would not become unduly 
dangerous, America had raised her tariff, she had adopted, 
among others, measures that, for instance, would practically 
• keep Geynan dyes out of the countr 3 ^ England had protected 
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lier vital interests by taking most of Germany’s colonics and 
shipping and by adopting a policy of protection for her key 
industries. 

The French point of view was both political and economic^ and 
Frenchmen saw no reason why they should not have the same 
right to consider their vital interests as Englishmen* and Ameri- 
cans had to consider theirs, especially as they were really much 
more serious, including national security, obviously the most 
serious of all. Consequently when tlie government of M. Poincare 
ordered the occupation of the Ruhr, January 11, 1923, it had 
tlie determined and overwhelming support of the French people, 
France had as ally Belgium, and as partial ally Italy, the latter 
power agreeing largely in principle but being prepared to partic- 
ipate only slightly in action. 

We may well close the discussion of this matter by quoting tlie 
judgment, not of a French official but of one of the most eminent, 
most objective and least chauvinistic of French historians, Pro- 
fessor Seignobos of the Cniversity of Paris, wlio summarizes the 
reasons for this French intervention in the Ruhr as follows: 

France was damaged by Germany. She has a right to com- 
plete reparation, and intends to preserve that right intact, even 
though she may consent to delay. 

After three years of waiting France decided to apply force 
to collect her debt, and she is using the army which she keeps 
up for her security, and using it to carry out an operation of 
justice and not of war, J\‘rhaps she will get nothing out of it, 
but she certainly would have gotten nothing out of the mora- 
torium without security, and she would have increased her own 
danger and encouraged the Germans to figlit. 

“To replace armed force we arc offered an arbitration by 
Yieutrals and experts, who are to fix Germany’s capacity to pay. 
But these experts would take the ])oint of view of bankers and 
business men. They would consider Germany’s capacity to-day, 
while France bases her hopes upon Germany’s capacity in 
the future, and she has not enough confidence iir (lerman good 
faith to be content with promises without a material pledge. 
For, once free of the Ruhr occupation, Germany would 
reconstitute her army, conquer Polancl, and then turn against 
France. 

“The two countries [England and France] do not differ 
about the facts, as Mr. Bonar Law pretended, but about the 
interpretation of the facts. These facts arc the deficit of the 
German budget, and the fall of the mark. The Engljsh think 
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that they show Gerinany^s incapacity to pay — the French that 
they show her determination to pretend to be ruined. 

“ France is still more astonished that the British public cannot 
see why she bears the cost of a great army. French democracy 
has a horror of war. There are no doubt some officers who have 
made warlike threats, and there are certainly some journalists 
who have printed pseudo-historical fairy tales about the Rhine- 
land and the Rhine frontier. But neither of these groups will 
ever govern France. The French army on the Rhine is an instru- 
ment not of domination but of defense, and it represents, not 
the imperialism, but the fear, of Frenchmen. In spite of her 
strong army, France feels weak before even a disarmed Germany, 
with her more numerous population, licr more powerful industry, 
her aristocracy imbued with the cult of force, and her people 
trained to military obedience. France is in fear of being at- 
tacked, and her fear has increased since she has felt that she 
no longer has the support of England.’^ ^ 

Wliat the outcome of the French action in occupying the basin 
of the Ruhr would be, no one could foretell. The resistance 
encountered proved more serious and more systematic than had 
been cx[)ected. The Frencli Government, taking a leaf out of 
Bismarck’s diplomacy and out of the German methods of making 
France })ay at the close of the War of 1870, announced that the 
Frencli army would remain in tlie Rulir, as the German arm}^ 
had remained in France, until the final and complete liquidation 
of the flebt incurred by the Treaty of Peace. The French were 
thus ])ledged to the jiroposition that history can, at least in one 
of its aspects, be made to repeat itself. Whether this propo- 
sition was, in this instance, sound or senseless could not be stated 
wnth certainty. The pro])liets disagreed. 

1 Charles Seignohos, The Ohitervtr (London), March 4, 1923. 
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questions of church and state and the activity of the clerical party 
see, DEBiDouKt, IJEglise et VFAat cn France de 1789 a 1870, pp. 325- 
412, a valuable contribution to modern church history, readable, 
analytical, supplied with footnotes and appendices. A special topic, 
fully treated, is Lc.v rojjalist*>s contre Varmec, 1815—1820, by 
Edouard Bonnal, Paris (1906), 2 vols. Useful books on this and 
succeeding periods of French history are: Duguit (Leon) et 
Monnikr (Henri), Les constitutions et les principales lots poll- 
tiques de la France depuis 1789, based upon official texts and contain- 
ing an analytical index (1898); Helie, F. A., Les constitutions de 
la France (1880), contains the texts of the various constitutions and 
historical notes. E. Pierre, Histoire des assemblees politiques en 
France (1877), covering the years 1789 to 1831, and G. D. Weil, 
Les elections legislatives depuis 1780 (1895), are useful. Much 
information, in clt‘ar and compact form, on constitutions, electoral 
laws, lib(‘rties, finances, army, navy, education, letters, sciences, and 
arts, may be found in Rambaud, Histoire de la civilisation contem- 
poraine en France (Paris, 1888, 2 vols.); v^ol. II, 320—724, covers 
the period from 1814 to 1888. 


CHAPTER VI 
Revolutions Beyond France 

Much the most scholarly and authoritative treatment of the revolu- 
tionary movements in the Netherlands, Poland, Italy, and Germany, 
is Stern, Oeschichte Furopas, vol. IV, cliaps. II— VI. The Cam- 
bridge yiodern Historif, vol. X, and Lavisse et Rambaud, Histoire 
generale, vol. X, have sections on the subjects treated in this chapter; 
also l)EBiDoiTR,«7y'A/.s‘/o/rc di ploinatique, vol. I, chaps. VII— IX. On 
Poland, 1815-1830: consult, Orvis, Julia S., A Brief History of 
Poland (1916), chap. VII, the best brief history of Poland in 
English; Phillips, W. A., Poland, chap. VIII; Lewinski-Corwin, 
E. IL, Political Historif of Poland (1917); Schiemann, Geschichte 
Russlands hnter Nikolaus 7, vol. I, chaps. \, VI; vol, II, chap. XII, 
also Skrine, Expansion of Russia, p]). 110—122. The movements 
in Germany are described in Treitsciike, Deutsche Geschichte, 
vol. V, chap?* II; in Kaufmann, Politische Geschichte Deutschlands, 
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pp. 170-193; in Sybel, The Founding of the German Fjmpire, vol. I, 
pp. 82-107. For events in Italy consult, Thayer, Dawn of Italian 
Independence, vol. I, pp. 342-378. 


CHAPTER VII 

Reion of Louis Philippe 

For sources: sec, Anderson, Constitutions and Documents, No. 105, 
the constitution of 1830, and No. 106, the electoral law of 1831; 
Robinson and Beard, Readings in Modern European History, 
vol. II, No. 213, Louis Blanc's labor programme. Illustrative 
extracts from parliamentary speeches arc in Pellison, Les oratenrs 
politiques de la France de 18d0 a nos jours (1898), pp. 1—208. The 
most recent, most authoritive and best history of France during this 
period is by S. Charlety, La Monarchic de Juillrt, vol. V in 
Lavissf/s Histoire de France Contemporaine (1921). Provided with 
valuable bibliographical notes. The most extensive French history 
of the reign of I.ouis Philippe is that by Thireau-Dangin, 
Histoire de la monarchic de juillet, 7 vols. (1884-1892). Very dif- 
ferent in interpretation and emphasis is Fourniere's he regne de 
Louis Philippe (Jaures, Histoire Soeialiste, vol. VIII). Hille- 
brand, Geschichte Frankreichs 1840-181^8, 2 vols. (1877—1879), is 
a work of value. Lons Blanc's Histoire de dix ans (1830-1840). 
5 vols., is important for the radical movements of the time. See 
also, Stein, L., Geschichte der socialen Bexcegung in Frankreich, 
3 vols. (1850). Covers years 1789 to 1819. An admirable treat- 
ment of the first five years of the reign is found in Stern, Geschichte 
Europas, vol. IV, chaps. I and XII. A favorable view of the policy 
of Louis PhilipjMJ is given by Professor Bourcjeois in Cambridge 
Modern History, vol. X, chap. XV, and vol. XI, chay). II. See also 
Bourgeois, History of Modern France, 18 1 o— 1014, vol. I. 

On the history of the Republicans: Weill, Histoire du parti 
republicain, pp. 33-275, a careful study based upon ‘a large number 
of pamphlets, memoirs, and newspapers, and containing an excellent 
bibliography and index. I. Tchernoff, I,e parti republicain sous 
la monarchic de juillet (1901), shows that the doctrines of the 
republicans were changing under the stress of new and imperative 
needs and were not a mere repetition of revolutionary phrases. 
Carefully documented. Octave Festy's Le mouvement otwrier an 
debut de la monarchic de juillet, 2 vols. (1908), covers the years 
1830-1834, and is an important monograph tracing the growth of 



. BIBLIOGRAPHY 


1105 


labor organizations and the development of the ideas and programmes 
of the working class. Debidour, UJ^glise et V£tat en France, 
pp. 443-480, describes tlie relation of the church and state during 
the reign. Debidouh, Etudes critiques sur la Revolution, etc., has 
essays on Louis Philip'pe emigre and Metternich et le gouvernement 
de juillct, A. Baudoux, Guizot (1894), is a criticism of Guizot as 
statesman, historian, political orator, critic, and publicist. Other 
biographies are J. de Cuozals, Guizot; I. Tchernoff, Louis Blanc 
(1904); E. Zevout, Thiers (1^92); de Mazade, Thiers, Cinquante 
annees d*histoire contemporaine (1884); and JuLEt' Simon, Thiers, 
Guizot, Remusat (1885). 


CHAPTER VIII 

Central Europe Between Two Revolutions 

For Prussia during this ])eriod no very satisfactory history exists. 
Sybel covers these years briefly in The Founding of the German 
Fjtnpire, vol, I, pp. 82-141. The fullest treatment in German is 
that of Theitschke, Deutsche Geschichte ; among the important 
subjects treated are the Zollverein, vol. IV, pp. 350-406; railroads 
and telegraphs, vol. I\^, j)p. 581—598; accession and early reign of 
Frederick William IV, vol. V, pp. 3-60; on dissatisfaction with the 
reign and general confusion, vol. V, ])p. 138-275; on economic con- 
ditions, vol. V, pp. 433-523. An English translation of this work is 
now available. Kaufmann, Politische Geschichte, covers this period, 
pp. 193-218; 273-301. On the Zollverein: see also, B. Rand, 
F.conomic Ilistori/, chap. VIII; also W. H. Dawson, Protection in 
German If (1901), chaps. I and II, the best book in English on 
German commercial poliev, and coming down to the tariff of 1902. 
W ENDELL, H. C. M., The Evolution of Industrial Freedom in 
Prussia, (1922), interesting and valuable. 

On Austria: see, Sprinoek, Geschichte Oesterreichs sett dem 
Wiener Frieden*, Zweiter Theil, pp. 1-131; Lecjer, L., A Historg of 
Austria-IIungartf from the earliest Time to the Year 1889. Trans- 
lated by Mrs. B. ILll (1889), chaps. XXVII-XXIX; Whitman, S., 
Austria (Story of tlic Nations Series), chaps. XXII— XXIII. On 
Hungary: Eisenmann, T/., Le Compromis Austro-IIongrois de 1867, 
fltude sur fe dualisme (1904), pp. 1-71, contains an excellent survey 
of the old regime in Hungary, a description of the Hungarian con- 
stitution an(J^ the relations of Hungary to the Austrian monarchy, 
and an a^TCOunt of the awakening of the new ideas and the prepara- 
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tion for revolution; a very valuable monograph, containing a bibli- 
ography of the source and secondary material. Florence Arnold 
Forster, Dedk, A Memoir, first published anonymously in 1880 with 
a preface by M. E. Grant Duff, is a very useful biography. On 
Bohemia: E. Denis, La lioheme depuis la Montagiie-Blanchc, 2 vols. 
(1903). Vol. II, 675 pp., constitutes probably the best history of 
Bohemia from 1815 to 1901, detailed and full. Pages 87-231 
cover the years 1815 to 18 18. Some of the subjects treated are 
the Czech renaissance, literature, science, the Mctternich regime, the 
growth of the spirit of nationality, the years 1818-1819. 

For Italy: Thayer, W. R., The l^awn of Italian Independence, 
vol. I, pp. 379—153; vol. II, pp. 1—76; also the various histories 
cited above by King, Stillman, Cesaresco, Probvn. L. C. FarinI| 
The Roman State from ISlB-lSoO, translated by W. E. Gladstone, 
4 vols. (1852). Farini was a Liberal politician opposed to Clericals 
and Republicans, and generally well informed. R. M. Johnston, 
The Roman Theocracy and the Republic, pp. 1 — 112, on 

the election and early years of the pontiiicate of Pius IX. Bullk, 
O., Die italienische Kinheiisidee in Hirer literarischen Enticicklung 
von Parini bis Manzoni (Berlin, 1893). A valuable monograph on 
the early presentation of the ideal of national unity as contained in 
the writings of Parini and Alfieri, on the intellectual movement 
during the Revolutionary and Napoleonic period, mirrored in the 
works of Monti and Foscolo, and on the patriotic significance of 
Manzoni’s productions. Important as showing the pre-Mazzinian 
development of the idea of unity. The best biography of Mazzini 
is that by Bolton King, Joseph Mazzini (1902). Pages 1—221 
are devoted to a chronological account of Mazzini \s life, 222-341 
mainly to a presentation of his principal teachings. Includes a 
bibliography. Myers, F. W. IL, Essai/s — -Modern; contains an 
excellent study of Mazzini's life. Some of the works of Mazzini 
have been translated into English and ))ublishcd in six volumes under 
the title, Life and Writings of Joseph Mazzini ( 1 890-1 8J)1 ). A 
small collection of Essays by Joseph Mazzini has luen made, by 
Thomas Okey (1894). There is now being ]>ubli>hed in Italy a 
complete collection of Mazzini’s writings, Scritti edifi ed inediti di 
Giuseppe Mazzini, This will ])robably number sixty volumes when 
completed, will include the vast correspondence of Mazzini, and 
will inevitably constitute a most important source for the history 
of Italy during the awakening. There is an interesting essay on 
Mazzini in W. R. ThayeiFs Italica (1908), and brief popular 
.sketches may be found in J. A. R. Marriott's Makers of Modern 
Italy, and in R. S. Holland's Builders of United Italy (^908). 
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CHAPTER IX 
Central Europe in Revolt 

Excellent j^eneral accounts of the revolutions of 184*8-1849 are to 
be found in Iyffe, History of Modern Europe, single volume edition, 
pp. 707-804, three volume edition, vol. Ill, pp. 1-148; and irij 
Andrews, Historical Development of Modern Europe, vol. I, chaps. 
IX and X. Maurice, C. E., The lievolutionary Movement of 18^8— 
18^0, in Italy, Austria-Hungary, and Germany, with some Examina^^ 
tion of the Previous Thirty-three Years (1887), contains a great 
amount of information, poorly presented ; also contains a bibliography. 

For Austria, the cliief authorities are Fried jung, H., Oesterreich 
von 1848 his 1860. Vol. I covers the period from 1848 to 1851 
(1908); Springer, Geschichte Oesterreichs, Zweiter Theil, pp. 135- 
774; Helfert, J. A., Geschichte Oesterreichs seit 1848. For 
Hungary, the most important treatment is Eisenmann, Le Com- 
promis Austro-Hongrois, pp. 75—148. Consult, also, Arnold Fors- 
ter, Deak, A Memoir, pp. 72-112. Kossitth\s Speeches in America, 
explaining and defending the Hungarian movement, were edited by 
F. W. Newman and published in New York in 1854. For Bohemia; 
Denis, La Boheme depuis la Moniagne-Blanche (1903), vol. II, 
pp. 235-381. 

For Germany: see, Sybkl, The Founding of the German Empire, 
vol. I, pp. 145—192; vol. II, pp. 3-82; Kaufmann, Politische 
Geschichte Deuischlands, chap. V ; Matter, P., La Prusse et la 
Revolution de 1848 (1903). Veit Valentin, Die erste deutsche 
Naiionalversammlung (1919). The best account of the German rev- 
olution is in Hans Blum’s Die deutsche Revolution, 1848—4^ (1897). 
A sketch of the attempts to achieve unity before 1848, followed by 
an account of the revolutionary movements in the several states and 
of the work of the Frankfort Parliament. Bismarck’s opinions on 
the revolutionary events are in his Reflections and Reminiscences, 
vol. I, chaps. II and III. Vol. I of the Reminiscences of Carl 
Schurs (1907),*a revolutionist and refugee, is exceedingly interest- 
ing on these years. 

For Italy, by far the best account in English is Thayer, Dawn 
of Italiari Independence, vol. II, pp. 77-415. On the French expedi- 
tion againsj the Roman Republic: see. Bourgeois et Clermont, 
Rome et Napoleon III; also the scholarly and very graphic 
book of O. M. Trevelyan on Garibaldi*s Defence of the Roman 
Republic (19p7). Chapters I, II, and III give an admirable account 
* of Garibiiidi’s previous career, and ^haps. XII-XVII a description 
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of liis famous retreat. An excellent bibliography is appended. 
Garibaldi’s own account is contained in his Autobiography, trans- 
lated by A. Werner, vol. II, pp. 1-51. On Mazzini’s connection 
with the Republic: see, Bolton King's Life of Massini, chap. VII. 


CHAPTER X 

The Second Republic and the Founding of the Second Empire 

The Constitution of ISIS may be found in Anderson, Constitutions 
and Documents, No. 110. There are clear aeeounts of the Second 
Republic, by Bourgeois, in Cambridge Modern History, vol. XI, 
cliap. V, and by Seignobos in Lavisse et Rambaud, Ilistoire generale, 
vol. XI, chap. I. Tlie most valuable and most critical history of this 
period is by Charles Seignobos, La RH^olution de ISJfS — Le 
Second Empire (ISJfS—lSoO) (1921), being vol. VI in Lavisse's 
Histoire de France Content poraine. Excellent bibliographies. Other 
general histories are: Pierre, V., Histoire de la republique de ISJfH, 
2 vols. (1873-1878), anti-Bonapartist ; Gorck, Histoire de la deu- 
xieme republique, 2 vols. (1887), written fVom the standpoint of 
sympathy with a liberal monarchy, critical of the re))ublie, and merci- 
less towards socialists and socialistic theories. An admirable counter- 
weight to this is Georges Renard’s La republique de {ISJfS— 

1852), vol. IX of Histoire Socialiste. Part I, pp. 1 -227, is devoted 
to the political history. Part II, pp. 227-381, to the economic and 
social evolution. Important for the period are: Debidour, L'Kglise 
et VEtat en France, pj). 481-523 on the exiiedition to Rome and 
the Falloux law concerning education; Bourgeois et Clermont, 
Rome et Napoleon III (1907), a study in diplomacy, based upon un- 
published official documents as well as upon published material, and 
showing that the Roman expedition of 1819 prepared the Empire 
by forming a close alliance between Louis Napoleon, the clergy, 
and the army; Whitehot\se, H. Remsen, The Lif\* of Lamartine, 
2 vols. (1918), the best biography of Lamartine in English, 
scholarly, and well-written. Qurntin-Baucmakt, P., Lamartine, 
homme politique, 2 vols. (1903-1908). E. N. Curtis, French As- 
sembly of 1848, a scholarly monograph, studying thoroughly the in- 
fluence of American example in the making of the French constitution 
of 1848. Excellent recent studies are: Ferdinand Dreyfus, 
I/assistance sous la denxieme republique (1907), , 220 pp., a 
treatment of the question of poverty and an account of 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 


1109 


the various measures of social reform passed at this time; Weill, 
G., Histoire du parti repuhlicain en France, chaps. IX and 
X; I. ycHKRNOFF, Associations et societes secretes sous la deuxieme 
republique, 1848—1861 (1905), 396 pp., a treatise based upon much 
unpublished material in the* archives of the ministries of justice and 
the interior; iims to show that the coup d*etat was prepared by the 
previous systematic destruction of republican organizations; a col- 
lection of valuable documents; Marriott, J. A. R., The French 
Revolution of 1848 in its Economic Aspect, 2 vols. (1913), contains 
reprints (in French) of Louis Blanc's Organization of Labor and 
Lmile Thomas' Histonj of the National Workshops. I. Tchernofp, 
Le parti repuhlicain au Coup d*Etat et sous le Second Empire 
(1906), 676 pp., richly documented, shows that the coup d^etat was 
far from being received by the laboring classes with amiable indif- 
ference; I. Tchernoff, Louis lilanc, 1901; Tenot, E., The Coup 
d^Etat; Thirria, Napoleon III avani VEmpire, 2 vols., is an apology 
for the Prince President, diffuse, useful as showing the state of public 
opinion, as the author has industriously ransacked English and 
French newspaper files; Ciieetham, F. II., Louis Napoleon and the 
Genesis of the Second llepuhlic; being a Life of the Emperor 
Napoleon III to the Time of his Election to the Presidency of the 
French Republic (1909), is a popular, readable narrative, but adds 
nothing to our knowledge; Jeuuold, The Life of Napoleon III, 
Derived from State Records, from Unpublished Family Correspond 
dence, and from Personal Testimony, 4i vols. (1871-1871), is sympa- 
thetic and full; Forbes, A., Life of Napoleon III, is popular, 
superficial, untrustworthy; H. A. L. Fisher, Bonapartism, Six Lec- 
tures Delivered in the University of London (1908), is popular and 
brilliantly written, attempts to show the essential unity of the two 
Napoleonic regimes, more interesting and suggestive than convincing; 
Pellisson, IjCs orate urs poUtiques, pp. 209-277, contains interesting 
extracts from parliamentary spcech'is. Alvin R. Calman’s two vol- 
umes on Led^u-Rollin treat at length the career of that Radical. 

For the Second Em])ire, the leading secondary authority is Gorce, 
Histoire du Second Empire, 7 vols. (1891-1905), the fullest and 
ablest history we have of the period from 1850 to 1871, very impor- 
tant, not only for the history of France, but of Italy and Germany 
also. Presents a wealth of information with great lucidity, admirable 
impartialftv, and largeness of view. Vols. I, pp. 1—131, and II, pp. 
1-129, cover the field of this chapter. Charles Seignobos in 
Lavisse, Histoire de France coniemporaine, vols. 6 and 7, fresh, 
informing, critical, of the first importance. Taxile Delord, His- 
•toire du .Second Empire, 6 vols. (1869-1875), an older work. 
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bksed on careful research, strongly opposed to the Empire. 
AlIbert Thomas, Le Second Empire (Histoire Socialiate, vol. X), 
very instructive; see chaps. I and II. There is no satisfactory account 
of the Second Empire in English. Chapters I and IV in vol. II of 
Andrews, Historical Developynent of Modern Europe, are clear and 
well-balanced, but necessarily restricted. See, alsci, Cambridge 
Modern History, vol. XI, chap. X. For the history of the relations 
of church and state: see, Debidour, UEglise ei VKtat en France, 
pp. 524-550; for history of the republican party: Weill, Histoire 
du parti repuhlicain, chaps. XI-XIII; I. Tchernokf, Le parti 
republicain au Coup d*Etat et sous le Second Empire; for description 
of the political system of the autocratic Empire: H, Berton, Uevo- 
lution constitutionelle du Second Empire (1000). Part I treats of 
the despotic empire and the constitution of 1852. A very important 
monograph. For labor and social questions and movements: Weill, 
G., Histoire du mouvement social en France, 185:i-W02 (1905), 
chaps. I-III. 


CHAPTER XI 

Cavour and the Creation of the Kingdom of Italy 

The general histories of Italy on this period are: King, A History 
of Italian Unity, 2 vols., the most extensive and informing history in 
English, thoroughly documented. V’^ol. I, pp. 353-416, and all of 
vol. II concern the period of this chapter; Cksaresco, The lAheration 
of Italy, pp. 165-415, written with much charm, symi>athy, and 
understanding, but without scientific apparatus; Stillman, The 
Union of Italy, pp. 242-325; Probyn, Italy IS lo^-^lSUO, pj). J59- 
242. There is an excellent chapter in Walpole's History of Twenty- 
five Years, vol. I, pp. 206-308. Much tlu* best account of Napoleon 
Ill's Italian policy and of the w’ar of 1859 is in Gorck, Histoire 
du Second Empire, vol. II, ])p. 211-H«9. and vol. Ill, pp. 1-123; 
and on the annexations, Ibid, vol. Ill, pp. 125-212, a treatment 
marked by admirable lucidity, kecnn<*.ss of analysis, Molidity of judg- 
ment, and sustained interest of narration. For (’avour see Thayer, 
W. R., The Life and Times of Cax^our, 2 vols (1911), the best 
biography of Cavour in any language, brilliantly written, 
A masterly and authoritative work. Cesarf.sco, Cavour (1898). 
a brief biography of unusual merits, well-informed, just to 
the other figures of tfie time as vrell as to Cavour, epigrammatic, 
full of color and life. Countess Cesareseo traces the siiifting diplo- 
macy of the period with precision and comprehension. Hc.r chapters 
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on tile internal reforms in Piedmont and her revelation of Cavour*s ac- 
tivity between the interview of Plombieres and April 1859 are admir- 
able. ’William de la Hive, Le Comte de Cavour, Recits et Souvenirs 
(Paris, 1862), an intimate portrait by a close personal friend. This 
has been translated into English by Edward Romilly (London^ 1862), 
but the f'rench edition is preferable. D. Berti, II Conte di Cavour 
avanti il 18^8 (1886), important. Villari in his Studies, Critical and 
Historical (London, 1907), has a chapter on the youth of Cavour 
(pp. 119—141). D. Zanichelli, Cavour (1905), a solid study by 
a professor in the University of Pisa. N. Bianchi, La politique 
du Comte de Cavour de 1852 a 1861 , Lettres inedites, 419 pp. (1885), 
is an important collection of over two hundred letters of Cavour 
to Marquis Emmanuel d'Azeglio, the ambassador of Piedmont to Eng- 
land during the period. Treitschke, Cavour, in vol. Ill of his 
Historische und Politische Aufsdtze, a study first published in 1869, 
and Kraus, F. X., Cavour, Die Erhebung Italiens im Neunzehnten 
Jahrhu7idert, with bibliography and illustrations (1902), may also 
be consulted; see, also, Mazade, Le Comte de Cavour (1877). The 
jiarliainentary speeches of Cavour have been published in 12 vols., 
Discorsi parlementari (1863-1874), and Ciiiala, L., has edited his 
correspondence, Lettere edite ed inedite di Camillo Cavour, 2nd edit. 
(1883-1887), 10 vols. Chiala’s extensive introductions and notes in 
these volumes are of great value. See, also, Bert, A., Nouvelles 
lettres inedites de Cavour (1889). Brief essays on Cavour are found 
in Marriott's Makers of Modern Italic, and in Holland's Builders 
of United Itali/, Lord Acton has a suggestive essay on Cavour, 
first published in 1861, and reprinted in 1907, in his Historical 
Essai/s and Studies, chaj). VI. W. R. Thayer compares Cavour and 
Bismarck in the Atlantic Monthly, March 1909; same article. Fort- 
nightly Reviexc, March and April 1909. Nigra, Cavour and Madame 
de Circouri (1891), contains some unpublished letters from the years 
1836-1860. P. Matter, Cavour et VUnite Italiennc, 3 vols., in proc- 
ess of publication. One volume was published in 1923; by a well- 
known Fren(‘h biographer. Cadogan s lAje of Cavour is worthless. 

On Garibaldi *the most recent work is G. M. Trevelyan, Garibaldi 
and the Thousand (1909), an aecount of the Sicilian expedition, and 
Garibaldi and the Making of Italy (1911), an account of the con- 
quest of.the mainland, 'riiese, with the work already cited by the 
same author on Garibaldds Defence of the Roman Republic, 
.constitute tlie most scholarly account, in English, of Garibaldi s 
career. Their literary merit is high. Each volume contains a critical 
bibliography# W. R. Thayer's Throne Makers (1899) has a spirited 
essay on •Garibaldi. H. R. Whiteijouse, Collapse of the Kingdom 
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of Naples (1899), gives a brief survey of affairs in Naples down 
to 1848, describes the reaction of the years 1850-1859, and then the 
catastrophe of 1860; an excellent book. • 

On the Papacy: sec, R. de Cesare, The Last Days of Papal Rome 
(1850—1870), translated by Helen Zimmern, with an introduction 
by G. M. Trevelyan (Boston, 1909). The Birth of Modern Italy 
(1909) consists of the posthumous papers of Jessie White Mario, 
edited by the Duke Litt a- Visconti- Arese; interesting for the careers 
of Mazzini and Garibaldi whose friend Madame Mario was; unjust 
toward Cavour; full of the emotion of the Risorgimento — at least 
of the republican agitation. Della Rocca, The Autobiography of a 
Veteran (1898), is an interesting narrative by an important partic- 
ipant in events from 1848 to 1870. 

The most elaborate Italian histories of the Risorgimento are: 
Tivaroni, C., Storia criiica del risorgimento d* Italia (Turin, 1888- 
1897), 9 vols.; and, Bersezio, V., II regno di Vittorio Emanuele II j 
Trent* anni di vita italiana (Turin, 1878-1895), 8 vols. 


CHAPTER XII 
Bismarck and German Unity 

There is no satisfactory work in English on the founding of the 
German Empire. Ward, A. W., Germany, 1815-1890, 3 vols., is 
accurate, judicial and dry. MallEv«on's The Refounding of the 
German Empire, 18Jf<S—lS7 1 (1898), is brief and concerned chiefly 
with military events. The articles in the Cambridge Modern 
History are unsatisfactory, Walpole, History of Treenty-Eive 
Years, vol. II, chaps. X and XIII, is straightforw^ard, informing, 
concerned mainly with diplomacy. Sybei/s The Founding of the 
German Empire by William I, 7 vols. (1890-1898), is a monumental 
work, based chiefly u]>on Prussian state documents, to which he alone 
was allowed access by Bismarck. While a work of remarkable indus- 
try and erudition, it is a thorough-going defense avid panegyric of 
the conduct of the Prussian Government. Moreover, in many impor- 
tant matters it is not subject to effective control. Zwiedenkck- 
SuDEN Horst’s Deutsche Geschichte von der Aufleisung des alien bis 
2ur Errichiung des neuen Kaiserreichs, 1800- J 87 1, 8 vols. (1905), 
is characterized by much the same partisanship, as is also Ottokar 
I^ouENz/s Kaiser Wilhelm und die Begriindung des Reichs, 1800- 
1871 (Jena, 1902). On the other hand, tlu* German scliolarship 
which commands greater respect abroad as more critical ancj,* objective 
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is tliat of Marc'ks, Lcnz^ Delbru(?k, Mcinecke, who are adhering to 
the Ranke traditions of historical writing. H. Friedjung's Der 
Kafnpf um die Vorherrschaft in Deutschland, is by an Austrian 
scholar and covers the years 1 859-1 86(i, 2 vols. (1898). It is the 
most important treatment we have of tlie relations of Prussia and 
Austria on tlie critical years before 1866. Contains also an excel- 
lent account ot the Austro-Prussian war. The work is already in 
its seventh edition. One of the most brilliant and suggestive books 
on this period is by E. Denis, La fondaiion de V empire allemand 
(1906), a study covering the years 1850 to 1870, limited to a single 
series of facts, those which prepared and which explain the founda- 
tion of the German Empire, i.arge space is given to the evolution 
of ideas and to the economic transformation. The book is marked 
by profound and wide investigation, by penetration and subtlety of 
characterization, by an admirable impartiality. It contains no refer- 
ences, footnotes, or bibliography. 

The literature on Bismarck is very extensive and is constantly 
expanding. His speeches have been ))ublished by Kohl, Die politi- 
schen lieden des Fursten Bismarck, II vols. (1892—1905). There is 
an excellent selection in two small volumes, sold cheaply, entitled, 
Otto von Bismarck , Setzen xcir Deutschland in den Sattel, lieden 
aus der grossen Zeit, edited by Eugen Kalkschmidt (1907). A 
smaller collection is that of Otto Lyon, Bismarcks lieden und Brief e 
(Leipsic, 1895). Professor Hermann Schocnfeld has published a 
collection entitled Bismarcl/s Speeches and Letters (in German, 
1905). The Correspondence of JnUiam I and Bismarck, with Other 
Letters from and io Prince Bismarck, translated by J. A. Ford, 
2 vols. (1903), consists of about five hundred letters selected by 
Bismarck himself, to show his relationship to the Emperor and also 
to authenticate and supplement his Reminiscences in certain respects. 
Prince Bismarck*s Letters to Ilis JVife, His Sister and Others, from 
isu to 1870, translated by F. Maxse (New York, 1878), are 
vivacious and ontortaininfj. 

Bismarck’s Reftrctioiis and Reminiscences, 2 vols. (1899), are 
important but ftuist bo used with caution. For criticism of them, 
see, Erich Marcks’ Fiirst liismarcks Gedanhen und Erinnerungen; 
V ersuch einer leritischen Ji'Hrdigung (1899); also Max Lenz, Zut 
Kritik der Gcdanken und Erinnerungen des Fursten Bismarck (1899) ; 
Friedrich Mkinecke, in Ifistorische Zeitsekrift, Band 82, pp. 282— 
29.5; SoREi* lUudes de lifierature et d’histoire (1901). On the new 
Bismarck historiop;ra]>hy (writings of Busch, Blume, Bamberger, 
etc.), see, H^ns DEi.nRf cK, in Preussische Jahrhticher, Band 96, pp. 
461-480 ^ June, 1899). There arc many biographies of Bismarck. 
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The best in English is that by Robertson, C. G., Bismarck (1919), 
appreciative, yet critical. Contains a very useful bibliography. 
Headlam, J. W., Bismarck (1899), briefer but well informed and 
judicial. Munroe Smith, Bisinarck and German Unit if (1898), is 
a clear epitome, with a slight bibliography. In French, P. Matter, 
Bismarck et son temps, 8 vols. (1905—1908), full, critical, remarkably 
impartial, and very readable. In German, Max Lenz, Geschichie 
Bismarcks (1902), compact and critical; Erich Marcks, Bismarck, 
Eine Biographic, The first volume appeared in 1909 and was entitled 
Bismarcks Jugend, lSlo— 18 Jf 8 , One may hazard the conjecture that 
this, when completed, will be the most satisfactory biography in 
German. Ed. IIeyck, Bismarck in Monographien zur Weltge-- 
schichte, is interestingly illustrated. Erich Marcks’ Kaiser Wilhelm 
I (5th edition, 1905) is admirable in knowledge, criticism, and temper, 
an indispensable book both by reason of its presentation and inter- 
pretation of the Emperor’s career and his relations to others, es 2 )ecially 
to Bismarck, and also because of its critical bibliography. 

A clear account of the Danish and Austro-Prussian wars may be 
found in Murdock, The Reconstruction of Europe (1891*), chaj^s. XV-* 
XXI. Hozier, II. M., Seven Weeks^ War, is readable, founded on 
letters written from Bohemia to the London Times, well supplied 
with maps and jdans. Sybei/s account of the war of 1866 is in 
vol. V, The Founding of the German Empire, Sec, also, Friedjung, 
Der Kampf um die Vorherrschaft, vols. I-II, and Gorck, Histoire 
du Second Empire, vol. IV, pp. 522-681; vol. V, pp. 1-80. 

CHAPTER XIII 

The Transformation of the Second Empire 

The most recent account, wcll-infornuid, fresli and critical, is 
Seignobos, Le Declin de VEmpire et EEtahlissement de la if' Uepu- 
blique (1859—1875), being vol. VII in Lavissk, Histoire de France 
Contemporaine. A valuable account of th<' transformation of tlic 
Second Empire between 1860 and 1870 is in Gorce, Histoire du 
Second Empire, vol. Ill, livre XXII, and vols. IV and V. Ollivieb, 
Emile, I/Empire Liberal, 17 vols. (1895-1915), an elaborate^ personal 
apology under the guise of a history of the period, fuy of detail, 
conversations, notes, etc. Interesting and informing but needs to 
be controlled. Bkrton, II., L*evoluiion constiintionelle du Second 
Fjmpire (1900), parts two and three, is full and ,tru.stworthy ; 
an imjmrtant monograph by a French lawyer. For the growtii of 
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the republican party: Weill, Histoire du parti repuhlicain, chaps. 
XII— XV ; Tchernoff, Le parti repuhlicain au Coup d^Etat et sous 
le Second Empire, For labor movements: Weill, Histoire du mouve^^ 
ment social, chaps. III~VI; for relations with the church: Debidour, 
UJ^glise et VJ^tat en France, pp. 551—627. 


CHAPTER XIV 

The Franco-German War 

Palat, Bibliographic generate de la guerre de 1870^18^/1 (1896), 
is indispensable for any detailed study of this period. There is a 
good account of the causes of the war in Rose, Development of 
European Nations, vol. 1, chap. I ; also in Walpole, History of 
Twenty-five Years, vol. II, chap. VIII; Robertson, Bismarck, 
chap. V; Headlam, Bismarck, chap. XIII. Vols. VI and VII of 
Sybei/s Founding of the German Empire contain an elaborate account 
of the events and diplomacy of the period; pronounced special 
pleading. These volumes have not the value of the earlier one.s> 
as Bismarck did not allow the author access to the Prussian archives 
for the period after 1867. The seventh volume was composed under 
the inspiration of Bismarck himself, and is based on information 
largely furnished by him. Delbriiek says it is not history but 
diplomacy — and calculated to inspire laughter at that.” (Del- 
buItck, Das Geheimniss der Napoleonischen Politik, p, SI.) Bis- 
marck’s description is in his Reflections and Reminiscences, chaps. 
XX~XXIII. Far the most judicial, as well as most interesting 
account of the causes of the war and of the war itself (down to 
Sedan) is in Gorce^s Histoire du Second Empire, vols. VI and VII, 
volumes of absorbing interest, clear, vivid, admirably arranged, and 
written with scrupulous fairness. Two hundred pages of vol. VI 
are given to the Hohenzollcrn candidacy. An earlier but very able 
study is SoREL, A., Histoire diplomatUpie de la guerre franco- 
allemande, 2 vols. (1875). Ollivier's U Empire liberal, 17 vols, 
(1805-1915), is an elaborate account of the Empire by one who was 
badly compromised by the war. On the bearing upon the fall of 
the Emnire of Napoleon^s relations to the Pope, Bourgeois et 
Clermont, Rome et Napoleon III, is important. The authors thesis 
is that Napoleon’s refusal to withdraw his troops from Rome occa- 
sioned the failure of the projected triple alliance with Italy and 
Austria, and that that was the cause of the subsequent disasters. 
Sec, alsc^ Debidour, UEglise ct VEtat en France, pp. 551—627. 
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Debidour’s account of the diplomacy of the period is found in his 
Histoire diplomatique ^ vol. II, chaps. VII~X. The numerous biog- 
raphies of Bismarck, cited above, should be consulted; also Marcks, 
Kaiser Wilhelm /. Lord Acton has a study of the causes of the 
Franco-Prussian war in his Historical Essays and Studies (1907), 
chap. VII. • 

Of the war itself there is a good account in Rosk, Development of 
the European Nations, vol. I, chaps. II, III, and IV; also in Mur- 
dock, Reconstruction of Europe, chaps. XXI II— XXX. The most 
recent account is that given by Seignobos, in Le Declin de VEmpire, 
pp. 209-311, in Lavisse, Histoire de France C ontemporaine , vol. VII. 
Gen. J. F. Maurice, The Franco-German War, is a translation of 
a German work, edited by Pflugk-Hartuno, entitled Krieg und 
Sieg (1896); Col. L. Haleys The People's War in France (1904) 
is founded on Honig, Der Volkskrieg an der Loire, and describes 
the latter part of the war, after Sedan. Moltke, The Franco- 
German War is important but technical. Chuquet, La guerre de 
1870-1871 (1895), is an excellent account in a single volume. The 
extensive histories by the German General Staff and by Lehautcourt 
are too detailed and technical for general use. Probably the best 
account for the general reader is Gorce, Histoire du Second Empire, 
vol. VI, pp. 321-434, and VII tliroughout (comes down to September 
4, 1870). Fi. B. Washburne, Recollections of a Minister to France, 
2 vols. (1887), a very interesting and important book by the United 
States Minister to France, the only foreign minister who remained 
at his post in Paris throughout the Franco-German war, and whose 
firm conduct won the praise of William I, Bismarck, Gambetta, and 
Thiers. There was published by the Government Printing Office, 
1878, Senate Executive Document No. 21, a book of 222 pages 
entitled Franco-German War arid the Insurrection of the Commune, 
Correspondence of E. IL Washhurne, This includes the correspond- 
ence of Washburne with the State Department in Washington in rela- 
tion to the war, together with correspondence with Bismarck, Bancroft, 
United States Minister to Berlin, and Motley, United States Minister 
to London. The letters cover the period from July 1*9, 1870, to June 
29, 1871. Interesting volumes are Buscii, Hismarck in the Franco- 
German War (1879) ; A. Forbes, My Experiences in the War Between 
France and Germany (1872); W. H. Ru.sskll, My Diary During the 
Last Great War (1874); Bismarck's Letters to His Wife * from the 
Seat of War (1870-1871), translated by A. Harder (1963); Diaries 
of Emperor Frederick, During the Campaigns of I860 and 1870- 
1871, translated by F. A. Wklby (1902); Henry Labouchehe, 
Diary of the Besieged Resident in Paris (1871) ; Sir EdwiN Arnold, ^ 
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Inside Parts During the Siege (1871); Jules Claretie, Paris 
assiege; F. Sarcey, Le siege de Paris. This attained its thirtieth 
editiop within its first year. See Thiers, Notes et Souvenirs, on 
the years 1870-1873 (1903), for an account of Thiers' attempts to 
secure the intervention of foreign powers. Raymond, Dora Neill, 
British Policy and Opinion during the Franco-Prussian War (1921), 
illuminating and extremely welLwritten. Gaston May, Le Traite de 
Franefort (1909). The most important study of the subject. 


CHAPTER XV 
The Rise of Socialism 

Thomas Kirkup, A Historij of Socialism (5th edit., 1913) ; R. C. K. 
Ensor, Modern Socialism, as set forth by Socialists in their Speeches, 
Writings and Programmes (3rd edit., 1910); S. P. Orth, Socialism 
and Democracy in Europe (1913); John Spargo, Socialism; a 
Summary and Interpretation of Socialist Principles (ed. 1909) ; 
O. D. Skelton, A Critical Examination of Socialism (1907); 
V. G. Simkhovitch, Marxism versus Socialistn (1913) ; W, G. Wall- 
ing, Socialism as it is: A Survey of the World-wide Revolutionary 
Movement (1912); J. R. Macdonald, The Socialist Movement 
(1911); John Rae, Contemporary Socialism (4th ed., 1908); Morris 
HiLLguiT, Socialism in Theory and Practice (1909); M. Beer, A 
History of British Socialis7n, 2 vols. (1919-20) ; Karl Marx, Capital: 
a Critique of Political Economy, Eng. trans., 3 vols. (1906-1909); 
John Spargo, Karl Marx, His Life and Work (1910); Edward 
Bernstein, Evolutionary Socialism: a Criticism and an Affirmation 
(1909); and (same author) Ferdinand Lassalle as a Social Reformer 
(1893) ; Frank Podmoue, Robert Green, a Biography, 2 vols. (1906), 


CHAPTER XVI 

The German Empire under William I 

The fullest account of this period in English is Dawson, W. H., 
The Ger^ian Empire, 1807-HGJ,, 2 vols. (1919). See also Barker, 
J. E., Modern Germany (1915), informing on the industrial side of 
German development; Ward, A. W., Germany, 1815—1890, vol III. 
Useful brief accounts are to be found in Schevill, F., The Making 
of Modern (Sermany, pp. 99—206, and Priest, G. M., Germany since 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 


l ??8 

. < 1 ^ 

^ 740 , pp. 124-184. Fife, R. H., The German Empire between Two 
Wars (1916), has sections on the Empire Abroad, The Empire at 
Home, The Empire^s Problems, etc. Lichtenberoer, H., Germany 
and its Evolution in Modern Times (1913), treats particularly cultural 
history; K. Helfferich, Germany*s Economic Progress and National 
Wealth: 1888—1913 (1915); F. A. Ooo, Economic Development of 
Modern Europe (1917). The treatment in Andrews, Contemporary 
Europe, Asia and Africa, is excellent. That in Rose, Development of 
European Nations, vol. I, chap. VI, and vol. II, chap. I, is slight; that 
in Headlam, Pismarck, pp. 377—^1*63, good. See also Robertson, C. 
G., Bismarck. Lowell, A, L., Governments and Parties in Continental 
Europe, vol. II., chap. VII, gives a clear outline of party history from 
1871 to 1894. An extensive account is H. Blum, Das deutsche Reich 
zur Zeit Bismarcks, covering the years 1871-1890 (1893), a book 
largely inspired by Bismarck himself. Oncken's Das Zeitalter des 
Kaisers Wilhelm I, vol. II, pp. 369-768, 952-1005, comes down to 
1888. Geschichie der Jahre 187 1-1877, h Kaufmann, 

Politische Geschichte Deuischlands, covers the period from 1870-1888 
very poorly. One of the most useful and readable accounts is in Mat- 
ter, Bismarck et son temps, vol. Ill, a book based on wide and careful 
investigation, impartial in tone, an interesting narrative. The writings 
of Marcks and Lenz, cited above, should be used. F. Pribram, The 
Secret Treaties of Austria-Hungary, 1870-1914, 2 vols. (1920); A. 
C. Coolidge, The Origins of the Triple Alliance (1917); Singer. 
Geschichte des Dreibundes, all important for the Tri})le Alliance. Sec 
also Gooch, History of Modern Europe, 1878-1910 (1923), ch. II. 
J. V. Fuller, Bismarck's Diplomacy at Its Zenith, 1922. Treats 
Bismarck’s diplomacy during the Bulgarian crisis of 1885-1887. A 
monograph of high quality, with an annotated bibliography. Bis- 
marck^s Reflections and Reminiscences, vol. II, chaps. XXIV- 
XXXIII, concern the period 1871—1888. The Memoirs of Prince 
Chlodwig of H ohenlohe- Schillings fuerst, 2 vols. (1906), arc of 
importance. Hohenlohe was head of the Bavarian ministry 1866- 
1870, German ambassador to Paris 1871—1885, and Chancellor of 
the Empire 1894-1900. The Memoirs throw lightfupon the rela- 
tions between the South German States and the North German 
Confederation, upon the conflict with the Roman Catholic Church, 
and upon French politics from 1874 to 1885. Of slight importance 
for the period after 1890. Bulow, B. von. Imperial Germany. 
By the man who was German Chancellor from 1900-1909. De- 
scribes Germany's foreign and domestic ])oIicies between 1888 and 
1913 from the official point of view (Trans. 1914). 

On the Kulturkampf: Hahn, Geschichte des Kulturkampfes; on , 
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Social Democracy: E. Milhaud, La Democratie socialiste allemande 
(1903); Kirkup, History of Socialism (1906), chaps. V, VII, IX 
(conUins Erfurt programme in full, pp. 223-229); Werner Som- 
bart. Socialism (1898); A. Schaeffle, The Quintessence of Social- 
ism; W. Dawson, Bismarck and State Socialism (1891); on 
protection: W. H. Dawson, Protection in Germany, A History of 
German Fiscal Policy During the Nineteenth Century (1904), the 
best book in English on the subject, coming down to the tariff of 
1902; on state insurance: F. W. Lewis, State Insurance, chap. IV 
(Boston, 1909); also, J. G. Brooks, Compulsory Insurance in 
Germany; Ludwig Lass, German Workmen's Insurance; on govern- 
ment; Kruger, F. K., Government and Politics of the German Empire 
(1915), serviceable handbook; Ogo, F. A., The Governments of 
Europe (1913), chaps. IX-XIV ; Joseph Barthelemy, Les Insiitu'- 
tions de VAllemagne contemporaine (1915); B. E. Howard, The 
German Empire (1906), an exhaustive account of the structure of 
the imperial government, not a description of the manner in which 
it worked, a juridical rather than an historical study; Lowell, 
Governments and Parties, chaps. V, VI, VII, an account of both 
structure and operation of imperial and state governments; Combes 
DE Lestrade, Les monarchies de V empire allemand, organisation 
constiiutionelle et administrative (1904); probably the best, most 
complete account of German governments, imperial and state; 
describes the powers and functions of sovereigns, chambers, min- 
isters, communes, financial and judicial systems, etc.; Charles 
Bougeaud, The Adoption and Amendment of Constitutions in 
Europe and America, translated by C. D. Hazen (1895), pp. 
47-78. Kloeppel, P., Dreissig Jahre deutscher Verfassungsges- 
chichfe, 1867-1807; vol. I (1900) covers period to 1877; Laband, 
P., Das Staatsrecht des deutschen Reiches, 4 vols. (4th edit., 1901), 
a V'crv important work on (Jerman public law. Has been translated 
into French. A most informing book on Germany bef(»re the War 
is W. H. Dawson^s I'he Evolution of Modern Germany (1908), a 
book that aims to trace tlie economic and social transformation of 
Germany, her* industrial and colonial expansion, the growth of 
socialism, etc. Mary Evelyn Townsend, Origins of Modern German 
Colonialism, 1871-1885 (1921), is a thorough, careful, scholarly mon- 
ograph ^n an important subject. A useful recent book is Clapham, J. 
H., The F^onomic Development of France and Germany, 1816-19U 
(1921). Sec, also, E. D. Howard, The Recent Industrial Progress of 
Germany (1907) ; " Veritas/' The German Empire of To-day (1902) ; 
Eltzbacheb, O. (or J. Ellis Barker), Modern Germany, Her 
Politicals and Economic Problems (d905). 
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CHAPTER XVII 
Germany under William II 

W. H- Dawson, The German Empire, 1867-1914, 2 vols. (1919). 
Vol. II, pp. 261-502, treats of the reign of William II. *Best account 
in English. G. P. Gooch, History of Modern Europe, 1878-1919 
(1923), ch. 6, good short account. Bismarck, I'he Kaiser versus Bis- 
march (1921), being the third volume of Bismarck’s autobiography, 
gives the Chancellor’s account of his dismissal and the causes leading 
up to it. G. M. Priest, Germany Since 1740 (1914), pp. 146-184, 
and F. Schevill, The Making of Modern Germany (1916), pp. 178- 
*206, contain brief accounts of the reign. C. Gauss, The German Em- 
peror as Shown in his Public Utterances (1915), is useful. Emile 
Laloy, La Diplomatic de Guillaume II (1917), covers the period 
from 1888 to 1914. W. Martin, La Crise politique de VAllemagne 
Conte ynporaine (1913), penetrating criticism. Maurice Muret, 
L*Orgeuil allemand, admirable study of a prominent aspect of 
German national psychology; also (same author), L*Evolution hel- 
liqueuse de Guillaume II (1917), excellent survey. A good German 
history is Fritz Hartunq, Deutsche Geschichte von 1870 bis 1914 
(1920), pp. 141-293, devoted to the reign of William II. A. Hurd 
and H. Castle, German Sea Power (1913), describes the growth of 
the German navy, Schmitt, England and Germany (1916), and 
Seymour, Diplomatic Background of the War (1916), have excellent 
chapters on phases of recent German history. See also Sevens, 
L^Allemagne avant la guerre (1915). English translation (1916). 

William II, My Memories (1922) and Comparative History 
(1922), arc two volumes issuing from the former Era])eror since tlic 
war and designed for self-vindication ; of mediocre value. 


CHAPTER XVIII 
The Third Republic 

There is no satisfactory history of the Third Republic in English. 
Wright, C. H. C., A History of the Third French Republic (1916), 
is a brief account, coming down to .I.owell, Gove^rnments 

and Parties, chap. II, has a clear outlihe of party history down 
to 1896. CouBERTiN, Evolution of the Third Republic, is not 
always clear, presupposes some knowledge of the subject, contains 
chapters on education, the army, literature, socialism;' i^ poorly 
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translated. F. Lawton, The Third French Republic (1909), covers 
in a superficial way the years 1871-1906, and has entertaining 
chapters on literature, science, art, education, the parliamentary 
system. W. G. Bkriiy, France since Waterloo (1909), devotes pages 
249-368 to the years 1871-1908. An excellent single volume in 
French is M*. Lheritier, La France depnis 1870 (1923). A work of 
great importance, detailed, authoritative, and brilliantly written is 
Hanotaux, Contemporary France, 4 vols. (1903-1909), covering the 
years 1871-1882, a full narrative, abounding in vivid and instructive 
accounts of men and events. The best history of the Third Republic is 
contained in vols. VII, VIII and IX of Lavisse, Histoire de France 
Contemporaine (1921), volumes by Seignobos, Bidoii, and Gauvain. 
Zevort, E., Histoire de la Troisihne Republique, 4 vols. (1896—* 
1901), covers the years 1870-1894, a useful narrative, full of detail, 
fair, careful, pleasantly written. Labusquiere, La Troisieme Repu-- 
hlique, 1871-1000, is vol. XII of Jaures, Histoire Socialiste. F. T. 
Marzials, Life of Leon Gamhetta, in the Statesmen Series (London, 
1890), is a brief account. Two excellent biographies of Gambetta, 
by Deschanel and Stannard, have recently appeared. Charles de 
Mazade, Monsieur Thiers, Cinquante annees dhistoire contempO’- 
raine (1884), is an interesting book. More important is the life 
of Jules Ferry by Alfred Rambaud (Paris, 1903), a biography of 
a forceful and far-sighted statesman, a founder of the Republic, 
written by a trained historian. See, also, Henry Leyret, Waldech- 
Rousseau et la Troisihne Republique, 1869-1809, 

On protection: see H. O. Meredith, Protection in France; on 
labor and social movements: G. Weill, Histoire du mouvement 
social en France, 1852-1002 (1905), pp. 133-472, with bibliography; 
on diplomatic history: Hippeau, Histoire diplomatique de la Troi-- 
sieme Republique (1888); A. Tardieu, France and the Alliances 
(1908); Billot, M. A., La France et Vltalie, Histoire des annees 
troubles (1905); the author was French ambassador in Rome, and 
treats of the period between 1881 and 1899 — useful for French 
history, also for Italian; on colonial expansion: Levasseur, La 
France et ses tolonies, 3 vols. (1889); L. Vignon, L^expansion de 
la France (1891), and by the same author, Les colonies frangaises, 
leur commerce, leur situation economique, leiir utilite pour la 
viHropole, leur avenir (1886)^ containing a description of the dif- 
ferent French coloniesjvjyyjpiltS et Terrier, Les colonies frangaises: 
un siecle h^expansion coloniale, 1800—1000 (1902); on the Dreyfus 
case: Reinach, J., Histoire de Vaffaire Dreyfus, 7 vols., 1901-1911; 
also by Dri^yfus himself, Fhe Years of My Life (1901); Steevens, 
The Trn(;edy of Dreyfus (1899). 
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On state and church: Arthur Galton, Church and State in 
France, lSOO-^1907, pp, 201-268. Of the first importance is Debi- 
DOUR^ A., Utglise Catholique et V£tat som la Troisi^me Bepub- 
lique, 1870-1906, 2 vols. (Paris, 1906-1909). Vol. I covers the 
period 1870-1889; vol. II, 1889-1906; the fullest account concern- 
ing the separation of Church and State to be found is in vol. II, 
pp. 231-498; excellent bibliographies; many important documents, 
including the law of April 13, 1908, modifying certain articles of 
the law of December 9, 1905. See, also, Briand^ A., La Separation 
des £glises et de VFltat, Rapport fait au nom de la Commission de 
la Chambre des Deputes, suivi des pieces annexes (1905). On 
the government of France, an excellent description in English is 
^Lowell's Governments and Parties, chaps. I and II. This is far 
superior to Bodley, J. S. C., France, 2 vols. (1898), a pretentious 
book which, with much information, is dominated by the melancholy 
thesis that parliamentary government is unsuccessful in France, 
because it is not the same as parliamentary government in England. 
The book contains many other preconcej^tions, more entertaining 
than important. Lebon and Pelet, France as It Is (1888), is a 
useful book. George, W. L., France in the Twentieth Century 
(1909), contains chapters on the political institutions, relations of 
church and state, socialism, trades-unionism, colonies, education, 
etc. On Catholic Church and labor questions, Parker T. Moon, The 
Labor Problem and the Social Catholic Movement (1921). A pene- 
trating analysis of the French mind and character is W. C. Brownell's 
French Traits (1889). See also Barrett Wendell, The France of 
Today (1907). Useful collections of the constitutions of France are: 
Duouit et Monnier, Les constitutions et les principales lois poli- 
tiques de la France depuis 1789 (2nd edit., 1908); Helie, F. A., 
Les constitutions de la France (1880), Professor F. M. Anderson 
has rendered an important service to students by translating many 
of the important documents in the history of nineteenth century France 
in his Constitutions and Documents (2nd edit., revised and enlarged, 
1909). Pellisson, Les orateurs politiqves de la France de 1880 
a nos jours, pp. 381-*i34; contains extracts illustratKig the history 
of the Third Republic from 1871 to 1889. Bryce, Modern 
Democracies (1921), vol. I, pp, 208-326, a weighty discussion of 
French , democracy and institutions; Jacques, Leon, Les partis 
politiques sous la troisieme republique (1912); Barthelemy, J., 
Le gouvernement de la France (1919), best brief description in 
French of the government of the Third Republic. The best account 
in English is Sait, E. M., Government and Politics of France (1921), 
excellent in every way. Important books on the foreign, policies 
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and diplomatic history are, besides Debidour and Bourgeois already 
cited: G. H. Stuart, French Foreign Policy, 1898— 19H; Pinon, 
RENEy»Francc et Allemagne (1870-1913), (1913); Tardieu, Andre, 
La Conference d^Alghiras (1909), and Le Mystere d*Agadir (1912); 
Albin, P., D* Agadir a Serajevo (19 11-19 Ilf,), (1915); Pribram, Se- 
cret Treaties*, vol. II; Elie de Cyon, Histoire de Ventente franco- 
russe ; Freycinet, Souvenirs, 2 vols. 


CHAPTER XIX 
The Kingdom of Italy 

The literature on this period of Italian history is not extensive, 
Stillman^s history may be used; pages 358 to 393 cover the years 
1871 to 1886. Lowell^s account of party history down to 1896 is 
clear and his description of the political institutions adequate. 
Governments and Parties, vol. I, chaps. Ill and IV. See also Ooo, 
F. A., Governments of Europe, chaps. XIX-XXI. Stillman^s Fran- 
cesco Crispi (1899) and Justin McCarthy's Pope Leo XIII (1896) 
are useful biographies. A. Billot, La France et Vltalie, 1881— 
1890, 2 vols. (1905), a book by a former French ambassador to 
Italy. For conditions in Italy before the war: see, King and Okey, 
Italy To-day (2nd edit., 1909); W. R. Thayer, Italica (1908), con- 
taining an essay on “ Thirty Years of Italian Progress," and one on 
“Italy in 1907 "; Ed. Driault, Les prohlemes politiques et 
sociauJT d la fin du XIX* siecle (1900), chap. II, La question 
romaine: le pape, le roi, le peuple. 

Other books descriptive of Italy before the Great War are: R, 
Bagot, I'he Italians of Today (1912); Borohese (G.), L^Italie mo- 
derne (1913); A. Dai zat, Ulialie nouvelle; R. F. Foerster, The 
Italian Emigration of War Tim'^s (1919); E. Lemotson, IJItalie 
economique et socialc, 1861-191)1 (1913); F. M. Underwood, United 
Italy (1912). On expansion, see W. K. Wallace, Greater Italy 
(19*17). • 

The Encyclopedia Americana contains more than thirty articles, 
mostly by Italian .specialists, on various Italian institutions and 
conditions. 
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CHAPTER XX 
Austria-Hungary Since 1819 

On Austria and Hungary, there is very little that is important in 
English. Leger, L., Hisfori/ of Austrla-H ungarif (1889), chaps. 
XXXIII—XXXVIII, is probably the most satisfactory treatment. 
Whitman, S., Austria (Story of the Nations Series), gives a brief 
account of the period from 1815 to 1898, pp. 808-881. Cambridge 
Modern History, vol. XI, chap. XV, contains an account of the 
reaction and reorganization in Austria, Prussia, and the German 
Confederation, by Professor Friedjung, of the University of Vienna. 
Consult, also. Ibid., chap. XVI. Skignobos, Europe Since 18H, has 
‘Useful chapters. Vambery, A., The Story of Hungary, 1886, 
pp. 400—140. Florence Arnold Forster, Francis Dedk, A 
Memoir, first published anonymously (1880), is important 
for the period 1810 to 1876. Sir FIorace Rumbold's Francis 
Joseph and His Times (1909) is an interesting and vivid account 
of this reign. The author was long British ambassador at Vienna. 
His book is useful, though frequently sujierficial and biased. 
Rumbold has, however, made much use of the solid works of 
Friedjung. A brief biography is Rene Pinon's Fran^ois-Joseph, 
Essai d^histoire psychologique (1917). 

The most important work on Austria after 1818 is H. Friedjung, 
Oesierreich von ISJfS bis 1880 (1908-1912). Vol. I, Die Jahre der 
Revolution und der Reform, 181^8— 18hl, comes down to end of 1851; 
vol. .II down through 1856. L. Eisenmann, Le Compromis Austro- 
Hongrois, is very valuable: on the period of reaction, 1849-1859, see 
pp. 149—208; on the various attempts at constitution-making, the 
struggle over the unitary and federal principles, see IbUL, pp. 207- 
899. See, also, Dedk, A Memoir, passim; A. de Bertha, La Hongrie 
moderne, de 1849 d 1901 (Paris, 1901), a book by a native of 
Hungary, laudatory of men and things Hungarian, yet well-informed 
and useful. Chap. I describes Hungary under Austrian absolutism, 
1849-1859; chap. II, Hungary under the provisional* schemes, 1859- 
1865. H. Friedjung, Der Kampf urn die Vorherrschaft in Deutsch- 
land, is invaluable for the period 1859—1866. On the making of the 
Ausgleich, 1865-1867: see, Eisenmann, Le Compromis^ Austro- 
Hongrois, pp. 408-657; Forster, Dedk, A Memoir, p}). 113-822; 
Bertha, La Hongrie moderne, chap. Ill, pp. 88-160; see, also, 
Bertha, La constitution hongroise (Paris, 1898), a good outline and 
description containing chapters on the laws of 1848, on^the attempts 
at centralization, on dualism, on Croatia, the nationalities, develop- 
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mcnt from 1867—1897; see, also, M. G. Hokn, Le compromis de 
1868 entre la Ilongric et la Croatie (Paris, 1907). Bertha also 
has a« book on Frangois-J oseph I et son rcgne, 1848>-1888 (Paris, 
1888). See, also, Beust, Aus drei Viertel-Jahrhunderten, vols. I and 
II (Stuttgart, 1887). On the working of the Ausgleich: Eisenmann, 
Le Coinproniis Austro-Hongrois, pp. 659-680; on history of Hungary, 
1867—1901: Bertha, La Hongrie moderne, pp. 161— 358. A clear 
and instructive account of party history in Austria-Hungary from 
1867 to 1896, and a description of the political institutions of each 
country, and of tlie Dual Monarchy, is given by Lowell in Govern'- 
ments and Parties, vol. II, chaps. VIII-X. The fullest account of 
Bohemia in the nineteenth century is to be found in E. Denis, La 
Bohevie depuis la Montagne-Blanche, 2 vols, (Paris, 1903) ; vol. 
pp. 381—670, covers the period from 1850 to 1901. 

For descriptions of contemporary Austria and Hungary: Geoffrey 
Draoe, Austria-Hungary (1909); H. W. Steed, The Hapsburg 
Monarchy (3rd edit., 1914), the most informing volume on Austria 
on the eve of the Great War; Scotus- Viator (R. W. Seton- 
Watson), The Future of the Hungarian Nation (1908), Racial 
Problems in Hungary (1908), The Southern Slav Question and the 
Hapsburg Monarchy (1911), and German, Slav and Magyar (1916). 
Skton-Watson is tlie leading English authority on the problems and 
aspirations of the Southern Slavs; A. R. Colquhoun, The Whirlpool 
of Europe (1907). A careful, scientific study of the races and nation- 
alities in the dual monarchy is ArERBAcii, Les races et les nationalites 
en Autriche-Hongrie (1898). The leading authority on Austrian 
public law is Ulbrich, J., Oesterreichcs Staatsrecht (3rd edit., 
Tubingen, 1904), See, also, for general conditions: Andre Chera- 
OAME, I/Europe et la question d\lutriche au seuil du XX^ siecle 
(Paris, 1901, 452 pp.) ^ Driault, Le monde actuel (1909), chap. III. 

On foreign policy of Austria-Hungary the following books are 
useful: J. I.ARMEHO^^x, La politique exterieurc de V Autriche-Hongrie, 
1875-PJH (1918), 2 vols.; A. Fournier, JVie tcir nach Bosnien 
Kavien (1909); T. von Sosnoskv, Die Balkan politik Oesterreich'- 
Vnqarns seit 1886, 2 vols. (1913-14); Pribram, The Secret Trea- 
ties of AustriaAI angary, 1819^19U, 2 vols.; Wertheimer, Graf 
Julius Andrassy, 3 vols. (1910-13). 
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CHAPTER XXI 

England to the Reform Bill of 1832 

The best bibliographies on English history during the nineteenth 
century are in vols. XI and XII of Hunt and Poole's Political 
History of England. These are arranged under topics and are not 
mere lists of titles but are critical and descriptive, and constitute 
a very valuable guide. There are lists, without criticism, in con- 
nection with the various chapters of the Cambridge Modern History, 
G. M. Trevelyan, British History in the Nineteenth Century (1922), 
Admirable general account. Treats political, social and economic 
history of Great Britain and to some extent of the Empire. Traill, 
Social England, vol. VI, contains useful bibliographies on many 
subjects not included in the preceding lists, such as literature, arts, 
sciences, industries, social life, etc. One can find source material in 
a form available for class use in Cheyney, Readings in English 
History Drawn from the Original Sources (1908), pp. 663-767; 
Adams and Stephens, Select Documents of English Constitutional 
History (1901), pp. 507—555; Robinson and Beard, Readings in 
Modern European History (1909), vol. II, pp. 239-337; Kendall, 
Source-Book of English History (1900), pp. 381-465; Lee, Source- 
Book of English History (1900), pp. 497-585. The fullest and most 
informing general history of this period is Walpole, History of 
England Since 1815 (1890), reaching to 1856, a work of solid 
scholarship and abundantly supplied with references to authorities; 
indispensable. Molesworth, History of England, 3 vols,, is par- 
ticularly full on the reform movements; account of tlie reform of 
1832 exceptionally good. Broderick and Fothrringiiam, vol. XI, 
in Hunt and Poole, The Political History of England, covering 
years 1801-1837, a book marked by good judgment and accuracy, 
but overloaded with detail ; a clear, substantial, and dry resume. See, 
also, Bright, History of England, vol. Ill; Traill, Social England, 
vol. VI, illustrated edit., more an encyclopedia of history than a 
history itself, with articles by specialists on many different depart- 
ments of the national life, religion, laws, learning, arts, industry, 
commerce, manners. The political sections arc the least satisfactory. 
The illustrations are numerous and admirable. A. I.. Cross, A His- 
tory of England and Greater Britain (1914), pp. 867-1089 cover 
the period from 1815 to 1914. The Cambridge History of British 
Foreign Policy, 1783-1010, in process of publication under the editor- 
ship of Sir A. W. Ward and G. P. Goocn, will undou^itedly be the 
standard work on this subject. Vol. I appeared in 1922 atid covers 
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the period from 1783 to 1815, vol. II (1923), covers period from 
1815 to 1866. Oman, England in the Nineteenth Century (1899), 
a sketgh of no great importance, readable but not always impartial. 
On Catholic Emancipation; see, Bryce, Two Centuries of Irish His- 
tory, pp. 272—311?; W, E. H. Lecky, Leaders of Public Opinion in 
Ireland, 2 vc/ls, (new edit., 1903). Vol. II is a life of O'Connell; 
Shaw-IwEFEVre, G. J., Peel and 0*ConnelL A Review of the Irish 
Policy of Parliarnent from the Union to the Death of Sir Robert Peel 
(1887), pp. 1-13; Parker, C. S., Sir Robert Peel, 3 vols. (1899); 
vol. I, chaps. IX— Xll; vol. II, cha})s. HI— V. On the movement for 
parliamentary reform: see, Molesworth, History of England, vol. 
I ; McCarthy, Epoch of Reform, a convenient and clear, brief ac- 
count; Rose, J. H., The Rise and Growth of Democracy in Great 
Britain (1898), chaps. I and II. An indispensable work for the 
understanding of the political system of England before the Reform 
is Porritt, E and A. G., The Unreformed House of Commons, 
2 vols. (1903), a clear, full, authoritative description of the rep- 
resentative system in England, not at all a description of the 
Reform itself. On the Reform consult, also, Walpole, Life of 
Ijord John Russell; Trevelyan, G. M., Lord Grey of the Reform 
Bill (1920) and Sti art Reid, Life and Letters of Lord Durham, 
2 vols. (1906). Books important for understanding the movement 
of ideas are Kent, C. B. R., The English Radicals (1899); Sir 
I.ESL iE Stephen, English Utilitarians (1900), both valuable for 
the history of the radical party; Dicey, A. V., Lectures on the Rela- 
tion betrceen Imw and Public Opinion in England during the Nine- 
teenth Century (1905), a masterly exposition, commentary, and 
criticism; indispensable for the history of the whole century; contains 
an admirable statement of the influence of Bentham upon the legisla- 
tion ; valuable footnotes. On the foreign policy of Canning, the 
Life of Canning by H. W. V. Temperley (1905) is useful. 
Written from the point of view of an advocate a7!d defender. 
Chaps. VIII-XII contain some new material on England and the 
Holy Alliance, the Clongrcsscs, America, and Greece. Stapleton's 
older Political* Life of George Canning, 3 vols. (1831), is very 
valuable for foreign relations. W. Cunningham, The Growth of 
English Industry and Commerce in Modern limes, 3 vols., is best 
on tlie period before the nineteenth century. Vol. Ill, covering period 
from r/? 6-1 850, docs little more than touch on general aspects. 
Important •matters are treated very slightly as, for instance, the 
work of Huskisson. 
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CHAPTER XXII 

England Bktween Two Great Reforms 

On this period, Walpole, Hifttorf/ of England Since 1815, remains 
the most important aceoiiiit. Vols. Ill, IV, V, and Vl cover the 
period from 1832-1856; and the same author brings his narrative 
down to 1880 in his History of Txcenty-five Years, 4 vols. (1904- 
1908), of which vols. I and II concern the period treated in this 
chapter. Moleswortii^s History of England and Traill\s Social 
England, vol. VI, continue useful. The volume by Low and Sanders 
in the Political History of England covers the whole reign of Victoria 
(1837—1901), and is the best single volume on the subject. It is 
a clear, solid, and substantial history of political w'arfare and parlia- 
mentary proceedings, but is colorless and overloaded with details. 
Its critical bibliography is a very useful feature of the book. Justin 
McCarthy, History of Our Oxen Times, covers the Queen’s reign in 
5 vols., is written by a journalist and active politician, is very readable, 
interesting for its portraits of important persons and its description 
of events, but is diffuse and sometimes trivial. McCarthy, J., Short 
History of Our Oxen Times (1908), 1 vol., treats the entire reign. 
Herbert Paul, A History of Modern England, 5 vols. (1904—1906), 
covers the years from 1846 to 1895, is a direct and vivid narrative 
limited largely to parliamentary proceedings, with, however, chapters 
on literature and theology and ecclesiastical disputes ; no treatment 
of social and economic problems and changes; written with dash and 
emphasis, always confident, frequently partisan; stand]>oint that of a 
Gladstonian Liberal. 

The biographical literature on this period is very extensive. Two 
excellent biographies of Queen Victoria are those by Sidney I.ee 
(1903) and Lytton Strachey (1921); both have useful bibliog- 
raphies. Of very great value are The Letters of Queen Victoria, 
edited by Benson and Fisher, in 3 vols. (1907). Then* arc two edi- 
tions of this work, one costing three pounds, the other costing six 
shillings, the latter not sold, at present, in the United fitates. This is 
a selection from the Queen’s correspondence between tlie years 1837 
and 1861, very important as proving the Queen’s ability and worth, 
her seriousness and intelligence as a ruler; also, as throwing much 
light on the characters and conduct of important statesmen, Melbourne, 
Peel, Palmerston, Russell, and others, A w’ork of great hi.storical 
significance. 

Brief biographies of the leading statesmen of the realm are con- 
tained in the .series called The Prime Ministers of Queen ^Victoria; 
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edited by Stuart J. Reid, a volume devoted to each. Morley's 
Life of W. E, Gladstone, 3 vols. (1903), and Life of Richard Cobden 
(1881^; Dalling's and Ahhley^s Life of Palmerston (1879); 
Monypenny and Buckle’s Life of Disraeli, 6 vols. (1910-1920); 
Robertson^s Life of John Bright (1889); G. M. Trevelyan^s Life 
of John Bricjht (1913) and Life of Lord Grey; Walpole^s Life of 
Lord John Russell, 2 vols, (1879); S. J. Reid^s Lord John Russell 
(1895); Rosebery's Sir Robert Peel (1899); Sir T. Martin's Life 
of the Prince Consort, 5 voLs (1874-1880); Hodder's Life of the 
Seventh Earl of Shaftesbury, 3 vols. (188(1); Frank Podmore's Life 
of Robert Owen, 2 vols. (1906); and Graham Wallas's Life of 
Francis Place (1891), are among the most useful biographies on 
the period. 

On Chartism: sec, R. G. Gammage, History of Chartism (1894); 
Carlyle, T., Chartism; P. W. Slosson, The Decline of the Chartist 
Movement (1916); E. Dolleans, Le chartisme, 1830-1848, (1912- 
1913); Rose, The Rise of Democracy, chaps. VI, VII, and 
VIII; Thomas Cooper's Life, Written by Himself (1872). On 
Free Trade movement: Armitage-Smith, The Free Trade Move'- 
ment (1898); Morlev, Life of Cobden; Disraeli, Life of Sir George 
Beniinck; Parker, C. S., Sir Robert Peel, 3 vols. (1899), vol. Ill, 
an important collection of PeePs correspondence; also. Memoirs of 
Sir Robert Peel, 2 vols. (1856-1857). See, also, J. S. Nicholson, 
History of the English Corn Laws (1901). On factory legislation: 
B. L. IIuTCHixs and L. Harrison, History of Factory Legislation 
(1903). On tlu! American Civil War: see, Walpole, History of 
Twenty-five Years, vol. II, chap. VIII. On constitutional questions: 
see, Sir Thomas Frskine May, Constitutional History of England; 
Taswell-Langmeai), English Constitutional History; G. B. Adams, 
Constitutional History of England. 


CHAPTER XXIII 

England Under Gladstone and Disraeli 

f 

For this period, the general histories are: Walpole, History of 
Twenty-five Years, vols. II, III, and IV (coming down to 1880); 
Paul, History of Modern England, vols. Ill and IV; Bright, His- 
tory of ^England, vol. IV, pp. 450-577; vol. V, pp. 1-87; McCarthy, 
History oj' Our Oxen Times, vols. II and III; Low and Sanders, 
pp. 223-376; Traill's Social England. Morlev's Life of Gladstone 
is indispensable, written by a close personal friend, an experienced 
politicia|i, and a master ‘ of historical prose. Monypenny and 
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Buckle’s Life of Disraeli^ 6 vols. (1910-20), is the standard biog- 
raphy; very valuable for the history of the period. Froude’s biog- 
raphy of Beaconsfield in the Queen’s Prime Ministers series, ia brief, 
superficial, and is very poor on the administration 1874-1880. Bryce 
has an essay on Lord Beaconsfield in his Studies in Contemporary 
Biography (1903), and Sir Spencer Walpole one in liis Studies in 
Biography (1907). T. S. Kebbel^ Selected Speeches of the Earl 
of Beaconsfield, 2 vols. (1882), is useful. Lady Gwendolin 
Cecil’s Life of Lord Salisbury is important, 2 vols. (1922). 
Fitzmaurice, Life of Earl Granville, 2 vols. (1905), vol. II, 
and Winston Churchill, Lord Randolph Churchill, 2 vols. (1906), 
are important for the period. On Ireland: Johnston and Spencer, 
Ireland's Story; Bryce, J., Two Centuries of Irish History (1888); 
J. McCarthy, Ireland and Her Story; W. O. Morris, Ireland, 
1798—1898 (1898); W. P. O’Brien, The Great Famine (1896); 
R. B. O’Brien, Parliamentary History of the Irish Land 
Question (1880), Fifty Years of Concessions to Ireland, 2 
vols. (1883-1885), Irish Wrongs and English Remedies (1887). 
G. Shaw-Lefevre, English and Irish Land Questions (1881); A. G. 
Richey, The Irish Land Laws (1880); E. Barker, Ireland in 
the Last Fifty Years, 1806-1918 (1919); D. A. Chart, Econofnic 
History of Ireland (1920); E. R. Turner, Ireland and England 
(1919). 

CHAPTER XXIV 
England from 1886 to 1914 

The most satisfactory account of recent English history is J. F. 
Bright, History of England, vol. V, 1880-1901, a book of solid 
merits; clearness of arrangement, directness of narrative, and remark- 
able freedom from partisanship. For the period of this chapter; 
see also. Low and Sanders, pp. 366-489; Paul, Modern England, 
vol. V; McCarthy, Our Own Times, vol. Ill, chaps. X-XXV. Of 
the first importance for the Home Rule bills is M«(i)ULKY, Life of 
Gladstone, vol. Ill, a book that by reason of Morley’s intimacy with 
Gladstone at this time has jiractically the value of a source; see, 
also, Churchill’s Lord Randolph Churchill, vol. II, and Fitz- 
Maurice’s Life of Earl Granville, vol. II, chaps. XIII-XIV, authorita- 
tive biographies, based on letters and documents. Churcmirs great 
influence on the Conservative party is clearly shown by the former. 
Consult, also, R. B. O’Brien, Life of Charles Stewart Parnell, 8 vols. 
(1898). Interesting personal descriptions and apprcciations^of Glad- 
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stone are James Bryce, Williayn Ewart Gladstone, in his Studies in 
Contemporary Biography (also published separately), and Sir E. W. 
Hamiiyfon, Mr, Gladstone, a Monograph (1898). Lord Rosebery, 
Lord Randolph Churchill (1896), is also suggestive. Traill, Life 
of the Marquis of Salisbury, contains practically nothing after 1886, 
H. Whates/TAc Third Salisbury Administration (1895-1900), is 
a useful book, containing maps and diplomatic })apers bearing on 
the South African war. C. W. Boyd, editor. Speeches of Joseph 
Chamberlain 2 vols. (191V); Morley, Recollections, 2 vols. 1917. 

On Ireland, a very important monograph is L. Paul Dubois, Con- 
temporary Ireland (1908). This is an English translation of 
IJIrlande coniemporaine (Paris, 1907). Paul Dubois was the son- 
in-law of Taine. His book is largely historical and is useful for the 
whole nineteenth century. It contains a full discussion of the land 
question, and educational, economic, and religious problems. 

On the revived interest in the question of Protection and Free 
Trade: see, G. Armitaoe-Smith, The Free Trade Movement and Its 
Results (1898); W. Smart, The Return of Protection (1908); W. J. 
Ashley, The Tariff Problem (1903); W. Cunningham, The Rise 
and Decline of the Free Trade Movement (2nd ed., 1905). These 
represent various points of view. While the theoretical economists 
like Marsliall at Cambridge, and Edgew^orth at Oxford, adhered to 
the belief in free trade, the economic historians, Cunningham and 
Ashley, adopted the Chamberlain ])rogramine on the ground 
that the rise of industrial rivals and the decline of her own resources 
had created a critical situation for England, and that one way of 
recovering or maintaining her leadership w^as a closer union of the 
empire, \vhich, it was held, a system of protection would facilitate. An 
interesting general view by an outside observer is to be toiind in Carl 
Johannes Ei*chs, The Trade Policy of Great Britain and Her 
Colonies Since hS(U), a German book translated by C. H. M. Archi- 
bald (1905). On education: see. Sir Henry Craik, a he State in 
its Relation to Education (2nd edit., 1896); Graham Balfour, The 
Educational Systems of Great Britain and Ireland (2nd edit., 1903), 
a comprehensivV account of general education in the United Kingdom 
during the nineteenth century, based on departmental reports and 
the blue books of the numerous commissions which have investigated 
the subject; full of precise information. A very useful comparison 
of the sysy^ms of England, the United htates, France, and Germany, 
is to be found in R. E. Hughes, The Making of Citizens: A Study 
in Comparaiwe Education (1902). On government: see, A. L. 
Lowell, TJ/e Government of England, 2 vols. (1908), by far the 
most auihoritative, comprehensive, and illuminating treatise on the 
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subject; a study, moreover, broadly conceived; indispensable not only 
for its profound and clear analysis and description of British govern- 
ment, imperial, national, and local, but for the light it throws 
upon party machinery and party programmes or tendencies. 
Other useful books on English government are the various volumes 
of the English Citizen Scries, edited by Henry Craik; also, A. V. 
Dicey, The Laxv of the Constitution of the United Kingdom (1885); 
Sidney Low, The Governance of England (1904). An excellent 
brief description is T. F. Moran, The Theorg and Practice of the 
English Government (new edit., 1908). F. A. Ogg, The Governments 
of Europe (1913), chaps. I-VIII. Bageiiot, English Constitution^ 
and Boutmy, The English Constitution, are also useful. Of the first 
importance is Anson, Laxc and Custom of the Constitution, 2 vols. 
(1892). See, also, Alpheus Todd, Parliameniarg Government in 
Englotud, 2 vols. (2nd edit., 1887—1889). A useful abridgment and 
revision of this work was made by Sir S])enecr Walpole and pub- 
lished in 1892. Sir Courtney Ilbert, Legislative Methods and 
Forms (Oxford, 1901), is an authority. The fullest historieal account 
of parliamentary procedure is Redlicii, J., The Procedure of the 
House of Commons, a Studg of its Historg and Present Form, 3 vols. 
(1908). On political parties before the war see: Lord Hugh Cecil, 
Conservatism (1912); L. T. Hobiiouse, Liberalism (1911); A. W. 
Humphrey, Historg of Labor Representation (1912); S. P. Orth, 
Socialism and Dernocracg in Europe (1913); (‘h. IX. On social 
legislation before the war see C. J. H. Hayes, British Social Politics 
(1913). Consult on history of trade unions S. & B. Webb, The 
Historg of Trade Unionism (1911) and Industrial Democracg 
(1911). 

CHAPTER XXV 

The British Empire in the Nineteenth Century 

On the general subject of European colonial expansion, the most 
extensive work is Alfred ZlMMERMANN^s Die europalschen Kolonien 
(1896-1903). Five volumes have appeared. The first volume treats 
of the colonial policy of Spain and Portugal to tlie present, the second 
that of Great Britain to the American Revolution, the third that of 
Great Britain since the American Revolution, the fourth that of 
France to the present, the fifth that of the Netherlands. T^he volumes 
are well supplied with bibliographies and maps. Charles dk Lannoy 
and Hermann van der LindexV have undertaken a ^work called 
Histoire de Vexpansion coloniale des peuples europeens, intended to 
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show how each nation lias acquired its colonies, how it has developed 
tliem^ what the characteristics of each are. Three volumes thus far 
since ^907 (Brussels), with bibliography and maps. They give an 
account of Portuguese and Spanish, Dutch, Danish and Swedish col- 
onies. A useful book is Paul Leroy-Beaulieu^s La colonisation 
chez les peuples modernes, 2 vols. (6th edit., 1908). 

On Lnglish colonial expansion in general : Zimmermann, cited 
above; H. E. Egkrton, A Short History of British Colonial Policy 
(1897); covers the period from Cabot, *1197, down, treating British 
colonization as a continuous movement; the latter part concerns the 
nineteenth century; a careful, thoughtful book. By the same author. 
The Origin and Orowth of the English Colonies and of their System 
of (iovernment (Oxford, 1904), being an introduction to Lucas's 
Historical Geography of the British Colonies, Contains very inter- 
esting chapters on the labor problem in new colonies, on the intro- 
duction of responsible government, on the problem of the future 
relations between the colonies and the mother country; also, a chrono- 
logical outline of the various acquisitions made by Great Britain 
during the seventeenth, eighteenth, and nineteenth centuries. Sir 
Charles Dilke, Problems of Greater Britain (1890), had a 
great influence in educating English opinion to the importance of 
the Empire and is full of information; by the same author. The British 
Empire (1899), a sort of bird’s-eye view. C. P. Lucas's Historical 
Geography of the British Empire, 7 a^oIs., new edit., 1906—, in 
course of ])ublication, is of the first imj^ortanee, comprehensive, 
accurate, containing much historical matter. W. H. Woodward's 
Short History of the Expansion of the British Empire, 1500—1870 
(Cambridge, 1899), is a useful e])itome. E. J. Payne. Colonies and 
Colonial Federations (1904), studies the Empire from geographical, 
historical, economic, and ])olitical points of view. See, also, Gres- 
well, W. P., The Groxeth and Administration of British Colonies, 
1887-1807 (1898). J. U. Seeley. E,rpansion of England, is useful 
for an understanding of the general subject. The British Empire 
Series, 5 vols. (1899-1902), contains a large amount of information, 
historical, polith*al, economic, conditions for colonization, outlook for 
the future, etc.; vol. I concerns India; vol. II, British Africa; vol. Ill, 
British America; vol. IV, Australia. Bryce's Studies in History and 
*1 urisprudence contjiin very im]>ortant studies on The Roman Empire 
and the British Empire in India, on Two South African Constitu- 
tions, and^on the Constitution of the Commonwealth of Australia. 
Consult, also, on the Empire: I.owell, The Government of England, 
vol. II, eluyis. LIV-LVlIl; Cambridge Modern History, vol. XI, 
chaps, XXVl and XXVII, with bibliographies; also, for colonial 
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development from 1815->18d2^ mainly in South Africa and Australia: 
Walpole^s History of England Since 1816, vol. VI, pp. 825-379; 
also A. T. Story, The British Empire (Story of the Nations Series). 
Alpheus Todd, Parliamentary Government in the British Colonies 
(2nd edit., 1894), is an authoritative treatment of the operation of 
responsible government in the colonies. 

On India: see, Cambridge Modern History, vol. XI, chap. XXVI 
(from 1815 to 1869); R. W. Fraser, British Rule in India (Story 
of the Nations Series) ; Boclger, India '*in the Nineteenth Century 
(1901); Digby, Prosperous British India (1901), a severe arraign- 
ment of British government in India; M. Innes, The Sepoy Revolt 
(1897); Sir John Kaye, The Sepoy War, 8 vols. (1864-1876), 
completed by G. B. Malleson (1878-1880); G. W. Forrest, A 
History of the Indian Mutiny, Reviewed and Illustrated from 
Original Documents, 2 vols. (1904); G. B. Malleson, The Indian 
Mutiny of 1857 (1891); Lilly, India and Its Problems. A. L. 
Lowell has a valuable chapter on the Civil Service of India in his 
Colonial Civil Service (1900). wSm Courtney Ilrert, The Govern- 
ment of India (1898), is pronounced by Lowell to be “by far the 
best work on the publie law of India.** The Cambridge History of 
India, will, when completed, be a most valuable work on Indian 
history in general. Sir Valentine Chirol, India Old and New 
(1921). 

On Canada: Bibliography may be found in the A, L, A. Annotated 
Guide to the Literature of American History, edited by J. N, I.arned 
(1902); bibliographies also in Cambridge Modern History, vol. XI, 
and in Low and Sanders, History of England, 1887-1001 . Good 
brief histories are: Sir John Bourinot, Canada Under British Rule, 
1760-1900; C. G. D. Roberts, History of Canada (1904). Kings- 
ford*s elaborate history in ten volumes only readies 1841. On Lord 
Durham*s mission: see, F. Bradshaw, Self-Government in Canada 
and Hoiv it was Achieved, the Story of Lord Durham* s Report 
(London, 1908); eight chapters are devoted to a careful account of 
the history of Canada to the outbreak of the Rebellion, and show the 
growth of the demand for responsible government; ^ee, also, S. J. 
Reid, Life and Letters of Lord Durham, 2 vols. (1906), a very 
laudatory book but full of information concerning Lord I)urliam*s 
work in Canada. Lord Durham's Report was republished in London 
in 1901. Perhaps the best manual dealing with the constitutional 
history of Canada is Sir John Boi’rinot'h A Manual of the Con- 
stitutional History of Canada (1901). Canadian Constitutional 
Development, by II. Fi. Eoerton and W. L. Grant (19(|7), contains 
speeches and despatches pertinent to the .subject, with introduction 
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and notes; see, also, William Houston, Documents Illustrative of 
the Canadian Constitution (1891). Canada and the Empire, by E, 
Mon'^ague and B. Herbert (1904), is written from an imperialist 
standpoint. Holland, B., Imperium et Libertas, A Study in History 
and Politics (1901); pp. 95—190 treat Canadian history from 1763 
to 1867. BliYCE, J., Modern Democracies (2 vols. 1921). Vol. I 
pp, 455—508 has an important treatment of Canadian government and 
politics. 

On Australasia: see, tlve "'xcellent History of the Australasian 
Colonies by E. Jenks (1895), which comes down to 1893; also, G. 
Tregarthen, Australiau C ommonxvealth (Story of the Nations 
Scries); conies down to 1891; also an admirable volume by J. D, 
Rogers in I.ircAs's Historical Geography of the British Colonies, 
vol. VI (1907). The most valuable work for the recent constitu- 
tional development is The Annotated Constitution of the Australian 
Commonwealth by Sir J. Quick and R. R. Garran (Sidney, 1901 )♦ 
This contains a full history of the movement toward federation and 
of each clause of the constitution. W. H. Moore, The Constitution 
of the Commomcealth of Australia (1902), is an important commen- 
tary. Bryce has a useful account of the making and character of 
the constitution in his Studies in History and Jurisprudence. See 
also, Bryce, Modern Democracies (1921), vol. II. pp. 166-264 for a 
valuable examination of Australian history, parties and policies. 
Same volume, pp. 265—332 treats institutions and problems of New 
Zealand. On social and economic conditions and measures and experi- 
ments: sec. Reeves, The Long JVhite Cloud (1899), and State 
Experiments in Australia and Nexc Zealand, 2 vols. (1902); H. D. 
I.LOYD, Nexcest England (New Zealand and Australia) (1900); V. S. 
Clark, The Labor Movement in Australia (1906). A serviceable book 
is by B. R. Wise, entitled The Commonxccalth of Australia (Boston, 
1909), a description of the country, of political institutions, of indus- 
trial legislation, etc. On New Zealand: see, also, Sn Arthur P. 
Douglas, Ilie Dominion of Nexv Zealand (1909). 

For South Africa: sec, G. M. Tiieal, South Africa (Story of the 
Nations St^ricjfc, 1894); pp. 138-387 cover the years 1815-1890; 
Frank R. Cana, South Africa from the Great Trek to the Union 
(1909), An excellent account of the history of Europeans in South 
Africa down to 1895 is contained in Bryce's Impressions of South 
Africa [lS97), pp. 99-182. A clear account of the causes and early 
course of ^the Boer war is given in Bright s History of England, 
vol. V, pp 234-266. Many of the important state papers, mostly 
English, bearing on this war, are in Earned, History for Beady 
Beferenfie,%o\. VI, pp. 456-517. For the Boer side of the case: 
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see, the Memoirs of Pa,ul Kruger. Sir A. Conan Doyle, The Great 
Boer War (1902), is a useful narrative, from the British standpoint. 
The Times Histortf of the War in South Africa, edited by ^L. C. 
Amerv, vols. I~IV (1900-1906), is very detailed. G. P. Gooch, His- 
tori/ of Modern Europe 1S78-191D (192*3), has a chapter of this war 
(ch. 9). On the literature of the South African War: sl*e, American 
Historical Reviexc, vol. XII, pp. 299—321. Concerning the federation 
movement: see, R. H. Brand, Ihe Union of South Africa (1909), 
which contains the South Africa Act of. 20tli September, 1909, an 
account of its elaboration and adoption and a study of its provisions. 
See also, W. B. Worsfold, The Union of South Africa (1912); B. 
R, Wise, The Making of the Australiayi Commonwealth, ISSU'-JOOO 
(1913). 

On the reaction of imperialism upon the mother country: see, 
Richard Jebb, Studies in Colonial Nationalism (1905); contains 
chapters on Canada, P'rom Colonies to Common'wealth (Australia), 
New Zealand, South African War, the Colonial Conference of 1902, 
Nationalism in Tariffs, and Imperial Partnership. See, also, J. W. 
Root, Colonial Tariffs (Liverpool, 190(5); Carl Johannes I'uchs, 
The Trade Polici/ of Great Britain and her Colonies Since 1800 
(1905). See, also, Bernard Holland, Imperium et Lihertas (1901), 
pp. 265-319. An important work concerning the colonies, is The 
Legislation of the Empire: Being a Survei/ of the Legislative 
Enactments of the British Dominions from 1808 to 1000. Edited by 
C. E. A. Bedwell, with a preface by Lord Rosebery, 4 vols. (1909). 
Contains about 25,000 acts and ordinances. 


CHAPTER XXVI 
Africa 

For explorations in Africa: see, David Livingstone, by Thomas 
Hughes (1889); (by Livingstone himself). Missionary I'ravels and 
Researches in South Africa (1857), and Last Journals in Central 
Africa^ from 1865 to death, edited by Waller (1875); H. M. 
Stanley, Hoic I Found Livingstone ; Travels, Adventures, and 
Discoveries in Central Africa (1872); Through the Dark Con- 
tinent or the Sources of the Nile, 2 vols. (1878); Th^ Congo 
and the Founding of Its Free State, 2 vols. (1885); fn Darkest 
Africa, 2 vols. (1890); The Autobiography of Henry M, Stanley * 
edited by his wife, Dorothy Stanley (1909), chaps. XIII, XV- 
XVIII; V. L. Cameron, Across Africa (1876); Carl I^etijrs, New 
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Light on Dark Africa (1891). A very useful collection of contem- 
porary accounts is, Africa and Its Exploration, as Told by Its 
Explovers, 2 vols. (London, Sampson Low, Marston & Co., no 
date). See, also, Robkrt Brown, Story of Africa, 4 vols. 
(1894-1895). 

On the partition of Africa, the most important book is J. Scott 
Keltie, 27ie Partition of Africa (1895^; see, also, Emile Banning, 
Le partage politique de VAjrique d*apres Ics transactions internatio- 
nales les plus recentes, 18H5-1S88 (1888); A. S. White, The De- 
velopincnt oj Africa, A Study in Applied Geography (2nd edit., 
1892); for a short account. Rose, J. H., The Development of 
European Nations, vol. II, chap. VII. Sir Harry Johnston, His- 
tory of the Colonization of Africa by Alien Races (1899), is a very 
useful manual, compressing a large amount of information into a 
small compass ; written by a man who is an authority on African 
affairs, having traveled extensively in that continent, and having been 
consul and administrator there ; describes the efforts of the Portuguese, 
Dutch, English, and tlie other nations; has brief chapters on the 
history of the slave trade, of exploration, of missions, etc. Sir 
Edward Hertslet, The Map of Africa by Treaty, 3 vels. (ed. 1909), 
invaluable; H. T. Johnston; The Opening up of Africa (1911); 
H. A. Girbons, The Neu^ Map of Africa (1916). 

On hiiigland in Egy])t: Hose, Development of European Nations, 
vol. II, chaps. IV--VI; Cromer, Modern Egypt, 2 vols. (1908), 
jiracticaJly a history of Egypt from 1876 to 1908, of the Dual Control 
which was succeeded by the Single Control of England, by the man 
who was the British rejiresentative in Egypt for twenty-seven years. 
An invaluable book, marked by a wealth of precise information, by 
positiveness, by judicial temjier, and by an extraordinary detachment 
of view. Is, to a considerable degree, an historical source as well as a 
history. For an important review of this book by Lord Bryce, 
see, American Historical Revierc\ vol. XIV, pp. 357—362. On the 
British intervention and tlic (Irordon chapter one should consult in 
addition to Cromer; Morley^s Gladstone, vol. Ill, and hiTZMAURicE s 
Graiwille, vol. II. Other important books on Egypt are: Sir Alfred 
MilneiCs England in Egi/pt (11th edit., 1901); Sir A. Colvin^s 
The Making of Modern Egypt (2iid edit., 1906); A. Metin^s La 
Transformation de VEgypte (1903); J. C. Roux, Ulsthme et le 
Canal de Suez, 2 vols. (1901). Popular accounts are E. Dicey, 
Story of the Khedivaie (1902). and The Egypt of the Future (1906). 
The storv of Kitchener's campaign is told by Cj, W. Stekvens, With 
Kitchener to Khartum (1898). On the Congo Free State, Rose, 
Developpient of European Nations, vol. II, chap. VI 
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CHAPTER XXVII 
Spain and Portugal 

There is no satisfactory history of Spain in the nineteenth century 
in English. Butler Clarke^s Modern Spain, 1816^1808, is the 
fullest, but is overloaded with details, not effectively presented. 
Pages 91— 4*70 cover the period of this chapter. A bibliography is 
appended. Hume, Modern Spain, 1788,-1808 (1899), is a shorter 
and more interesting account; pages 248— 5G8 treat the period 1823- 
1898. There are brief chapters in Cambridge Modern History, 
vol. X, chap. VII, and vol. XI, chap. XX, bringing the history down 
to 1871. 

Hubbard, Hisioire conternporainc de VEspagne, 6 vols. (1869— 
1883), is useful, treating the period 1814 to 1868. Vols. Ill and 
IV cover the years 1833 to 1813, and vols. V and VI the reign of 
Isabella II, 1843—1868. Yves Guvot, L* Evolution politique et 
sociale de VEspagne (1899), is mainly a description of social, 
political, and economic conditions, not a history. Consult also 
A. Marvaud, La question sociale en Espagne (1910); same author's 
L*Espagne au XX*' siecle (1913). 

In German, see, BAUMCfAUTEN, H., Geschichie Spaniens vom Aus- 
bruch der fransosischen Revolution his auf unsere Tage, 3 vols. 
(1865—1871). Vol. II treats of the restoration of Ferdinand, the 
revolution of 1820, and the subsequent intervention (1814—1825); 
vol. Ill, the remainder of Ferdinand'.s reign and the Carlist wars. 
A more recent German work is Gustav Diercks, Geschichte Spaniens 
von der friihesten Zeiteri his auf die Gegemcart, 2 vols. (1895—1896) ; 
pp. 544-674 concern our period. E. H, Strobel, 27zc Spanish 
Revolution, 1868-1876 (Boston, 1898), is a clear and comprehensive 
account of the parliamentary history of Spain during the six years 
from the overthrow of Isabella II to the restoration of Alfonso XII. 
The book also throws much light on the manipulation of parliamen- 
tary institutions in Spain. H. Re.msen Whiteiiouke, The Sacrifice 
of a Throne (1897), is the best description we havc^of the election, 
reign, and abdication of Arnadeo of Savoy. Hannav, I)., Don Emilio 
Castelar (1896), a life of the republican leader. On the colonies: 
see, J, W. Root, Spain and Its Colonies (1898); Zimmermann, A., 
Die europdischen Kolonien, voL I, Die Kolonialpolitik Porti/gals und 
Spaniens (1899); 11. W. Wilson, The Dorcnfall of Spdin (1900), 
is a naval history of the Spanish- American war of 1898. 

On constitutional history: .see, Gmklin, Siudien znr spanischen 
Verfassungsgeschichic des neunzehnten Jahrhunderts* (Stuttgart, 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 


1139 


1905); also, J. L. M. Curry, Constitutional Government in Spain 
(1899). Curry was United States Minister to Spain from 1885 to 
1889. ‘♦The constitution itself is in Dodd, Modern Constitutions, 
vol. IL On Portugal in the nineteenth century, there is a slight 
sketch of the years 1815 to 1880 in H. Morse Stephens, Portugal 
(Story of the*Nations Series, 1891), pp. 409-432; see, also, chapters 
in C 'amhridge Modern History cited above. Or the colonies: see 
Zimmerman, op. cit.; Marvaud, A., Le Portugal et ses colonies 
(1912) ; G. M. Theal, The Portuguese in South Africa (1896). Hans 
Meyer, Das portugiesische Kolonialreich der Gegentvart (1918); E. 
Peixotto, Spain and Portugal (1922). See, in general, George 
Young, Portugal, Old and Young (1917). 


CHAPTER XXVIII 

Holland and Belgium after 1830 


For Holland and Belgium: consult, Cambridge Modern History, vol. 
X. chap. XVI, and vol. XI, chap. XXIII; Lavisse et Rambaud, His- 
toire generale , v'ol. X, chap. IX, vol. XI, (*hap. XI, vol. XII, chap. VI; 
also Skignobos, Political History of Kurope Shice 18H, chap. VIII. 
The best history of Holland in the last century is: Blok, 
Geschiedenis van het Nederlandsche Volk; vol. VII (1907) 
covers the French period and the history of the United 
.\ethcrland.s to the secession of Belgium; vol. VIII (1908) continues 


the narrative down to the ojicning of the twentieth century; an impar- 
tial, critical, scientific work, containing much more than simply 
political history. This work has been translated into English under 
the title History of the yetherlauds, 5 vols. (1898-1912). Clive Day, 
The Policy and Administration of the Dutch in Java (1904), is a 
book of the first importance. On Belgium: see, Smythe, C., The 
Story of Belgium (Story of the Nations Series, 1900); T. Juste, 
Leopold I, Roi des Beiges, d’apres les documents ^nedtts,2 vo s. 
(18(58); Bertrand, 1... Leopold II et son regne 

1890); WilmotH:, M.. La Belgique morale et politique, 1830 1890 
(Brussels, 1902); MacDonnell. J. dc C., King Leopold 11, His 
Rule in Belgium and the Congo (London, 1905); Bertrand L., 
Histoire de la democratic et du soeiahsme en Belgique depuis 1 , 

2 vols. (Brussels, 1907); comes down to 1 » 05 ; Flandin, E Institu- 
tions politfques de VEnrope contemporaine ( aris, . ' J, 

pp. 1(50-307; Banning, E., La Belgique au point devue 
internationals (Brussels. 1901); Dupriez. Leon, 
suffrage miversel en Belgique. Vote plural, vote obUgatoxre, repre 
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sentation proportionelle (Paris^ 1901). Constitution of Belgium 
in Dodd, Modern Constitutions, vol. I. J. Bartiielemy, UOrgani- 
sation du suffrage et V experience beige (1912), excellent study 
of Belgian political institutions. Rowntree, S., Land and Labor: 
Lessons from Belgium (1910). Author is an English sociologist. 
Ensor, R. C. K., Belgium (1915), has informing chapters on the 
Belgian constitution, politics and parties, social conditions and 
art and literature. H. van der Linden, Belgium (1920). 


CHAPTER XXIX 
Switzerland 

There are in English only brief accounts of Swiss history since 
1815. See, Cambridge Modern History, vol. XI, eliap. VIII, down 
to 1874; Seignobos, Political History of Europe since ISlJf, chap. 
IX; Htg and Stead, Sxcitzerland (Story of the Nations Series, 
1890), pp. 882-421; comes down to 1889. McCracken, W. D., 
The Rise of the Su'iss Republic (2nd edit., 1901), pp. 319-372; 
see, also, Baker, F. G., The Model Republic* A History of the 
Rise and Progress of the Sxciss People ( 1895), j)p. 462—538. The 
most important work is Seippel, Pai l, La Suisse au dix-neuxneme 
siecle, 3 vols. (Lausanne, 1899-1900). A cooperative work by a 
group of Swuss writers. The section on the })olitical history of 
Switzerland in the nineteenth century, vol. I, pp. 51-378, is by 
Numa Droz, a former President of the Confederation. The work 
also contains very valuable chapters on the history of institutions, 
on constitutional, civil, and criminal law, on the international role 
of Switzerland, on education, religion, economic history, arts, etc. 
Karl Dandliker, A Short History of Switzerland, translated by 
E. Salisbury (London, 1899), has a section covering the period 
1813-1874, pp. 237-294. On Swiss political institutions, the best 
book in English is J. M. Vincent, Government in Switzerland 
(1900); contains the federal constitution and an excellent critical 
chapter on the literature of the subject. Borgeaud, 0., Adoption and 
Amendment of Constitutions, translated by C. D. Hazen (1895), 
pp. 258-332, is important for the evolution of Swiss constitutional 
law. Lowell, A. L., Governxnents and Parties in Continental 
Europe, vol. II, chaps. XI-XIII, contains an admirable description 
of the political institutions of Switzerland and of the jiarty history 
after 1848. Other books descriptive of Swiss institutions are: 
Adams, F. O., and Cunningham, C. D., The Swiss Confederation 
(1889) ; Winchester, B., The Swiss Republic (1891) ; Lloyd, H. D., 
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and Hobson, J. A,, A Sovereign PeojAej a Studi/ of Sxviss Democracy 
(1907). An interesting study of democratic government in one of 
the Dandeagerneindc cantons is I. B. Riciiman^s Appenzell, Pure 
Democracy and Panioral Life in Inner Rhoden (1895). Contains 
chapters on politics, laws, administration, cantonal and domestic 
economy, cdtication, charities, etc. Useful for the study of the refer- 
endum, is Dkploigk, The Referendum in Sicitzerland, translated by 
C. P. Trevelyan (London, 1898); by a Belgian lawyer. W. H. 
Dawson, Social Sxvitzerland , Studies of Present Day Social Move'- 
ments and Ijegislation in the Sxciss Republic (London, 1897); 
contains chapters on the organization and protection of labor, on 
industrial peace, tlie problem of the unemployed, poor law agencies, 
technical education, control of the liquor traffic. Bryce, J., Modern 
Democracies (1921). Vol. I, pp. 327-451, is an important study 
of Swiss political institutions and parties. 


CHAPTER XXX 
TfiE Scandinavian States 

There is vt‘ry little in English on the subject of this chapter. 
Useful brief accounts are to be found in Bain, R. N., Scandinavia, 
A Political History of Denmark, Norxeay, and Sxveden, from 1513 
to 190(i (Cambridge, 1905); chap. XVI concerns Denmark since 
1814; chap, XVH, Sweden and Norway since 1814; Cambridge 
Modern History, vol. XI, chap. XXIV, Scandinavia 1815-1870; 
Seignobos, Political History of Europe, chap. XVIII; Lavisse et 
RAMBAim, Histoire generate, vol. X, chap. XVIII ; vol. XI, chap. XII; 
vol. XII, chaj). VII, give an excellent, though brief narrative, cover- 
ing the period 1815-1900. H. II. Boyesen, The History of Norxvay 
(Story of the Nations Scries, 1886), pp. 516—538. Gjerset, K., 
History of the Norxeegian People, 2 vols. (1915), most important 
work on this sub ject in Pmglish; by an American scholar of Norwegian 
origin. P. Drachman, The Industrial Development and Com- 
mercial Policies of the three Scandinavian Countries (1915). On 
the Norwegian-Swedisb crisis: see, Fridtjof Nansen^s Norxvay and 
the Union xciih Sxceden (London, 1905) ; an historical sketch from the 
Treaty of Kiel, 1814, through the dissolution of the Union; presents 
the Norwegian side. K. Nordlund, The Sxvedish-Norxvegian Union 
Crisis, A History xcith Documents (Stockholm, 1905), presents the 
wSwedish si(Je and criticises Nansen. Consult, also, Mohn, A., La 
Suede ef la revolution norvegienne (Paris, 1905); Fahlbeck, P., 
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La constitution suedoise et le parlementarisme moderne (Paris, 1905), 
a brief sketch of Swedish constitutional history and government. 
The constitutions of Denmark, Norway, and Sweden, are in Dodd, 
Modern Constitutions. Much useful, miscellaneous information is 
contained in Sundbaro, Sxveden, Its People and Industries (1900); 
Weitemeyer, H., Denmark (London, 1891); and CARisEN, Olrik, 
and Starcke, Le Dancmark, Ktat actuel de sa civilisation et de 
son organisation sociale (Copenhagen, 1900); a work published on 
the occasion of the Universal Exposition at Paris in 1900. 


CHAPTER XXXI 

The Disruption of the Ottoman Empire and the Rise of the 

Balkan States 

There is no adequate treatment in English of tlie Eastern Question 
in its entirety. An admirable French book is LnorAUD Driault, 
La question d'Orient depuis ses origines jusqua la pai,r de Sevres 
(1920) (8tli edit., 1921), a book that may be cordially recommended 
to any one desiring a guide to a very complicated and widely ramified 
branch of history. The author’s conception of the. Eastern Question 
is large, including not only the fate of the Ottoman Empire in Europe, 
but the decline of Islam in Europe, Asia, and Africa, After a brief 
sketch of the Byzantine and I.atin Empires, the conquests of the 
Turks, Driault traces the history of the Eastern Question in the 
eighteenth century, Napoleon’s Oriental projects, the Greek war of 
independence, the internal reforms in Turkey, the Crimean war and 
its consequences, the war in the Balkans, the rise of the various states. 
Recent phases of the general problem are then treated: the Armenian 
Massacres, the Cretan problem, the Gn eo-Turkish war, the Mace- 
donian question, and the relations of Occidental powers with Islam 
in Asia and Africa, the European War and its effects. The chief 
merit of the work lies, not in research, but in the orderly and 
effective arrangement and presentation of a mass of vndely scattered 
information. The book contains useful bibliographical references to 
important secondary material. 

A brief and able study of the Eastern Question by an American 
scholar is S. P. Dugoan, The Eastern Question: A Study in 
Diplomacy (1902), ^ 

For the Slavs, an admirable and indispensable work is that of R. 
J. Keener^ Slavic Europe, A Select Bibliography in the Western 
European Languages (1918), 
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There is a useful though limited bibliography on the Eastern 
Question by Georges Benoesco, Essai d*une notice bibliographique 
sur Iq question d'Orient, Orient Europeen, 1821—1897 (Brussels, 
1897). This concerns only the question of Europe in Turkey and 
is limited to works published in France and Belgium. Bengesco was 
formerly Roumanian minister to Belgium. T. E. Holland, The 
European Concert in the Eastern Question, contains mdny treaties, 
etc., bearing on the general question (1885J. 

The best single volume, in English on Balkan history from the 
early migrations down to the present is that by Ferdinand Schevill, 
The Balkans (1922). Other useful recent books are N. Forbes, 
and others, The Balkans: A Historic of Bulgaria, Serbia, Greece, 
Roumania, Turkey (1915); A. II. E. Taylor, The Future of the 
Southern Slavs (1917) ; Louis Andre, Ees eiats chretiens des Balkans 
depuis 1816 (1918) ; W. S. Davis, A Short History of the Near East 
(1922). 

On the Greek war of independence, there is a long and interesting 
chapter, sketching the Greek renaissanec and describing vividly the 
military and diplomatic as])eets of tlie stirring story in Fyffe, 
History of Modern Europe, vol. II, chap. IV (or chap. XV, in the 
one volume edition). W. Allison Phillips, The War of Greek 
Independence (1897), treats the years 1821 to 1833. Having no 
adequate introduction, the book lacks background, but the narrative 
of events is full, fair, and interesting. It is not based upon original 
investigation but ujion works of Mendelssohn-Bartholdy, Finlay, 
Gordon, and Prokeseh-Osten. Finlay, G., History of the Greek 
Revolution, is an important account, drawn largely upon the author’s 
first-hand knowledge of events. Tozer’s edition, 1877, is the best 
as representing Finlay’s matured views. The Letters and Journals 
of SafHuel Gridley Hoxce, edited by his daughter, Laura E. Richards, 
are very valuable; vol. I, entitled The Greek Revolution (Boston, 
1906), throws a flood of light upon the course of the war. The 
volume is based almost entirely upon the journal of Howe, who, 
graduating from Browni University in 1821, and from Harvard 
Medieal Sclioql in 1824, went immediately to Greece, joined the 
Greek army, created a surgical corps and also distinguished himself 
as a commander. His journal, though marked by serious gaps, is 
a vivid historical source for the years 1825 to 1829. Howes volume 
called fiketch of the Greek Revolution, published in 1828, also 
abounds Ai graphic descriptions at first hand of men and events. 
Interesting sidelights on the Greek war are also to be found in the 
works of Lord Bvron, loiters and Journals, vol, VI, edited by 
Rowland E. Phothero (^London, 1901). 
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Perhaps the most important recent account of this whole chapter 
of Greek history is in Stern, Geschichte Enropas, vol. II, chaps. 
VII and XIV; vol. Ill, chaps. IV-VI ; vol. IV, chap. X. 

On the Crimean War: see, Walpole, History of England Since 
1815, vol. VI, chap. XXIV ; McCarthy, History of Our Oxen Times, 
vol. I, chaps. XXV-XXVIII; Paul, History of Modern England, 
vol. I, chaps. XVII-XIX, and vol. II, chap. I. Paul’s characteriza- 
tion of Napoleon III is so overdone as to approach the ridiculous. 
Kinglake\s monumental Invasion of the Crimea (8 vols., 1863-1887) 
is a brilliant performance in a way, picturesque and full of detail, 
but is frequently amusingly portentous and Homeric in tone; is 
marked by a pronounced dislike of Napoleon III; and is, moreover, 
incomplete, stopping at the death of Lord Raglan. Probably the 
most informing and most interesting account, judicial as well, is 
that of Gorge in his Histoire du Second Empire, vol. I, pp. 134-481, 
an excellent piece of exposition. An important phase of this war is 
well treated b}^ H. Friedjung in Der Krimkrieg iind die oester- 
reichische Poliiik (1907), a clear, scientific analysis of the ])cculiarly 
involved and difficult foreign relations of Austria during the years 
1853-1856; a purely diplomatic study. An excellent brief treatment 
of the diplomacy of the period is contained in Andrews, Historical 
Development of Modern Europe, vol. II, chap. II. 

On the re-opening of the Eastern Question, the war in the Balkans 
and the Congress of Berlin: Walpole, History of Txcenty-five 
Years, vol. IV, chaps. XVII and XVIII; Paul, History of Modern 
England, vol. IV, chaps. I and II; McCarthy, History of Our 
Otvn Times, vol. II, chaps, I>XIV and LXV^; Rose, The Development 
of the European Nations, vol. I, chaj>s. VII-IX (includes a clear 
account of the Russo-Turkish campaign); Hanotaux, Contemporary 
France, vol. IV , chaps. II and V; Dkihdour, Histoire diplomatique, 
vol. II, chap. XIII; Bourgeois, Ei., Manuel historique de politique 
Mrangere, vol. Ill, pp. 783-815; Morley, Life of Gladstone, vol. II, 
pp. 548—583; Bismarck, Reflections and Reminiscences, vol. II, 
chap. XXVIII; Skrink, Expansion of Russia, i>p. 243-265; Ser- 
geant, I.., Greece in the Nineteenth Century, pp. 2X0-307; Whit- 
man, S., Reminiscences of the King of Rou mania, chaps. VHII-Xf. 

On Bulgaria since 1878: Sc’HEVILL, 'The Ralkan Peninsula, ch. 
XXVI; Rose, Dexudopment of the European Nations, vol. I, chap. 
X; Miller, W., The Ralkans (Story of the Nations Seri<^), pp. 
215-248 (conus down to 1896); A. II. Beaman, StambuUfff (1895); 
R. Dicey, The Peasant Slate (1894); Odysseus (Sir (’. Khot), 
Turkey in Europe, 

On Roumanian history: The best account of the fountiinjj^ of the 
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Roumanian state is contained in King Charles’ papers: Aus dem Leben 
Kbnig Karls, % vols.^ sec also Whitman, Reminiscences of the 
King ^of Ronmania, chap. XI ; Frkdeuic Dame, Histoire de la 
Roumanie conteviporaine depuis Vavencment des princes indigenes 
jHsqii'a nos jours. (Paris, 1.900); Bkllesort, A., La 

Roumanie cvntemporainc (Paris, 1905), a hook of travel; G. 
Bknger, Ronmania in lUOO, translated hy A. 11. Keen# (London, 

1900) , with bibliography; contains chapters on history, political 
organizations, commerce, rejigion, art, etc.; A. de Bertha, Magyars 
et Roumains devani Vhistoire (Paris, 1899); El^ade, P., Histoire 
de resprit public en Roumanie au XIX^ siecle (Paris, 190e5); 
Fisher, E., Die Ilerkunft der Rumanen (Bamberg, 1904); Georges 
Bkngesco, Bihliographie Franco-Roumaine, depuis le commence-- 
merit du XIX* siecle jiisqua nos jours (Paris, 1907), a list of works 
edited or published in France concerning Roumania, French works 
published by Roumanian author i, doctoral theses sustained by 
Roumanians down to 1891 before French faculties. O. Brillant, 
Roumania (1915), is a useful work. 

On Serbian history: see, H. W. V. Temperley, The History of 
Serbia (1917); Miller, The Balkans, part III, chap. VII; 
very brief. Miller’s book in general is very inadequate on 
period since 1878; P. Coquelle, Le Royaume de Serbie (Paris, 

1901) . Covers the history from (510 A. D. down; pp. 215-298 
concern the nineteenth century from 1815 to 1900; W. M. Petro- 
viTCii, Serbia, Her People, History, and Aspirations (1915); 
K. Denis, La (irande Serbie (1915). 

On Greece under Otto; see, Sergeant, L., Greece in the Nine-- 
teenth Century (1897), pp. 218-258; Iwnlav, G., History of the 
Greek Revolution, book V, chap. IV (down to 1813). On reign of 
George I: sec, Sergeant, Greece in the Nineteenth Century, pp. 
258-395. Bickford-Smith, R. A. H., Greece Under King George 
(1893), is not a history but a description of economic conditions, 
education, army and navy, constitution, etc. On Greece: ^ee, also. 
Sir Richaro C. Jerk’s Modern Greece (1st E,dition 1880, 2nd Edi- 
tion 1901). Op later Greek history; P. F. Martin, Greece of the 
Trcentieth Century (1913); 11. A. Gibbons, Venizelos (1920); Wil- 
liam Miller, History of the Greek People, 1821—1921 (1922). 

On Turkey in the nineteenth century: see, Sciievill, The 
Balkan * Peninsula, pp. 293-181 ; Seionobos, Political History 
of Euro]fe Since 18 H, chap XX; S. Lane-Poole, Turkey 
(Story of the Nations S<‘ries, 1888), pp. 310— 365; Odysseus (Sir 
C. KHot), Turkeif in Europe (1900); Lord Eversley, The Turkish 
Empire:^ It% Grotcih and Decay (1917) ; Villari, editor, The Balkan 
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Question (1905); Brailsford^ H. N., Macedonia, Its Races and 
Their Future (1906); W. M. Ramsay, Impressions of Turkey; 
Rene Pinon, UEurope et la jeune Turquie; les aspects nouveaux 
de la question d^Orient (191 !)• On the Revolution: see. Barton, 
Daybreak in Turkey (Boston, 1909) ; C. R. Buxton, Turkey in 
Revolution (London, 1909); G. F. Abbott, Turkey ni Transition 
(1909). Sm E. Pears, Turkey and its People (ed. 1912); by an 
Englishman long resident in Turkey. 


CHAPTER XXXII 
Russia to the War with Japan 

The best history of Russia in Englisli covering this period is 
Skrine, F. H., Expansion of Russia, 1815-1900 (1903); clear and 
free from partisanship; contains maps and bibliography. Rambaud, 
History of Russia from the Earliest Times to 1877, translated by 
L. B. Lang, 2 vols., vol, II, pp. 200—285, is useful. The last French 
edition is continued by Haumant to 1913. Rambai d's work was 
pronounced by Turgenieff ‘‘ superior to any other history acces- 
sible to Western Europe.’' Rambaud, I^he Expansion of Russia, 
Problems of the East and Problems of the Far East (Burlington, 
Vt., 1900), a very useful resume of the Russian advance into Asia. 
Morfill, W, R. a., History of Russia from the Birth of Peter the 
Great to the Death of Alexander II (1902), contains a good deal 
of information, poorly presented. Pages 342—471 cover the years 
from 1815 to 1898. By the same author, Russia (Story of tlie 
Nations Series, 1890), chaps. XI-XIV. James Mavor, An Economic 
History of Russia, 2 vols. (1911), masterly treatment of the 
subject. 

On the reign of Alexander I, the most important work is T. Schie- 
mann, Russland unter Nikolaus I, vol. I. This volume treats th(^ 
reign of Alexander I, though not fully. Chap, IX, pp. 351-187, 
is a remarkably fine chapter on the conditions of Russia at that 
time. There are also chapters on Polish questions apd a sketch of 
the career of Nicholas before his accession. Stern, Geschichie 
Europas, vol. Ill, chap I, has a valuable survey of the last ten 
years of Alexander’s reign; consult, also, Jovnkvillk, Life and 
Times of Alexander I, 3 vols. (1875). 

On Nicholas I: Schiemann, work cited, vol. II, covens the five 
years 1825 to 1830, and contains many important documents; Stern, 
Geschichie Europas, vol. Ill, chap. II; on the beginning of the 
reign, 1825-1827; Bernhardi, T., Unter Nikolaus und' Friedrich 
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Wilhelm IV (1893); Thouvenel, L., Nicholas et Napoleon III, 
l852^185Jf. (1891); Haxtuausen, fltude sur les institutions natio- 
nales la Russie, translated from the German, 3 vols. (1847- 
1853); important for its description of the mir. On the reforms of 
Alexander II: see, Sir Donald Mackenzie Wallace, Russia 
(revised ediifion, 1905), chaps. XXVILXXXIII ; Anatole Leroy- 
Beaulieu, The Empire of the Tsars and the Russians, translated by 
Z. A. Ragozin, 3 vols. (1893-1896); vol. I devoted to the country 
and the people; vol. II to Institutions; vol. Ill to religion and 
church affairs. These two are the best general descriptions of 
Russia and contain a great deal of Iiistory. Sec, also, for the 
reforms: Maxime Kovalevsky, Russian Political Institutions 

(Cliicago, 1902), chaps. VI-IX. On social unrest and nihilism: 
Wallace, chap. XXXIV; IvEroy-Beaclieu, vol. II, Book VI; A. 
Tiiitn, Geschichte der revolutiondren Bexvegungen in Russland 
(1883) — covers the period from i863 to 1880 and has a good bibli- 
ography. The writings of a Russian refugee, Stepniak (pseu- 
donym), Underground Russia (1882), The Russian Peasant (1888), 
are important, as describing conditions and state of mind of the 


masses; also, Gogol, Dead Souls, 

On the reign of Alexander III: see, H. von Samson-Him- 
MELSTiKRNA, Russid Under Alexander III (1897); Charles Lowe, 
Alexander III (1895); E. Flourens, Alexander III (1894); 
CfEORGE Kennan, Siberia and the Exile Sj/stern, 2 vols. (4th edit.. 


1897); PoBYEUONosTSEFF, K. P., Reflections of a Russian Statesman 
(London, 1898); Cocnt Witte\s 3/cmo/rs (1921). 

On the reign of Nicholas II: consult, Wallace, Russia, chaps. 
XXXVI-XXXIX; Pierre Leroy-Beaulieu, The AxcaJeening of The 
East, Siberia, Japan, China (1900); for a description of the develop- 
ment of Sibt'ria: Vladimir, Russia on the Pacific, and the Siberian 
Raihcaif (1899); M. M. Shoemaker, The Great Siberian Railway 
(1903) ; G. F, Wright, Asiatic Russia, 2 vols. (1902), A. Krausse, 
Rmnla in Asia (18‘)0), strongly partisan, Rnssopliobe; Combes m 
Lestrade, La Russie econowique et sociale a I’avenement de S. M. 
Nicholas II (tSOG"); M. Kovai.evsky. Le regime economtqtie de la 
Russie (1898). and W. de Kovalevsky, L’Agnculture en Russte 

(1897) and La Russie a la fin du XLV suV/r (1900); Geoeerev 

Draoe, Russian Affairs (1901). Stepniak, find Log 
Stork a Studu of Modem Russia, '2 vols. (18J.j), and Prince 

rorfc, a Jt I ij„,,ntufinnist 2 vols. (1899), throw much 

Kropotkin, Memoirs of a Revolutionist, - vois. i, o j, 

■'‘o' 

Scrics)„chaps. XII-XIV, and Brandes, G. M. C., I oland, A Study 
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of the Land, People, and Literature (1903), a recent book by a 
Danish literary critic; Kovalevsky, M., Russian Political Institu- 
tions, chap. X. Orvis, Julia, A Brief History of Poland (J916), 
best short history of the whole subject; W. A. Phillips, Poland; 
E. H, Lewinski-Corwin, Political History of Poland (1917). 

On Finland: J. R. Fisher, Finland and the Tsarh, 1809-1890 
(London, 1899); F. Moreau, La question finlandaise (1900); H. de 
Wundt, Finland as It Is (London, 1901); Kovalevsky, M., Russian 
Political Institutions, chap. XI. H. .Norman, All the Russias 
(1902), presents the Russian side of the Finnish question, pp. 
84-95. 


CHAPTER XXXIII 
The Far East 

The best English book on the relations between Europe and the 
East is Sir Robert K. Douglas, Europe and the Far East (1904); 
contains a bibliography; treats of the opening of China and Japan 
to Western influences, tlie rise and re-organization of Japan, the 
Asiatic wars with European powers, the Chi no- Japanese war, the 
Boxer insurrection, etc.; comes down to the outbreak of the Russo 
Japanese w'ar. An admirable French book is Edouard Driault, 
La Question d'Eoctreme Orient (1908); studies Chinese and Japanese 
civilizations, the history of the relations of Asia with Europe from 
the sixteenth to the twentieth century, gives an account of the Chino- 
Japanese and the Russo-Japanese wars and describes the situation at 
the opening of the present century. Pierre I.eroy-Beaulieu, The 
Axvahening of the East (1900), comes dowm to 1899 and contains 
a good chapter on Japan (j)p. 81-182), and on China (pp.l 83-289). 
For a brieK^r treatment: Cambridge Modern History, vol. XI, 

chap. XXVIII. The Library of Congress published (Washington, 
1904) a Select List of Books Relating to the Far East, 

On the opening of China: see, Henri Cordier, Histoire ghu'rale 
de la Chine et ses relations avec les pays et rangers, 4 vols. (1921), 
the best general history of China ;v^EiNsrii, P. ii,y ^JVorld Politics 
(1900), pp. 86-257, very ch‘ar and illuminating; (.'oLguiiouN, A. R., 
China in Transformation (1898); Smith, A. IL, China in Con- 
vulsion, 2 vols. (1901), by an American, long a missionary in China; 
Brown, A. J., Nexc Forces in Old China (1904); Martin, W. A. P., 
The Axcakening of (^hina (1907). Cordieu, H., Histoire des rela- 
tions de la Chine avec les puissances occidentales, 2 vols. (1901- 
1902), covers the period since 1860. A. H. Smith’s Cl^inese Char 
acteristics (1890), a very informing book by a recognized authority 
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on China. Morse, H. M., The Trade and Administration of the 
Chinese Empire (1908), by a Harvard graduate, for thirty-three 
years resident in Cliina. 

On Japan: see, Muuray, 1)., The Siorif of Japan (1894), chaps. 
XIII~XV; Griffis, W. E., Life of Matihexv Calbraiih Perrif (1887), 
The Mikado^s Empire (10th edit., 1908); The Japanese Nation in 
Ejvolution (1907); Iyknaoa, The Constitutional Development of 
Japan (Johns Hopkins University Studies, Baltimore, 1891); 
Collier, Theopiiile, Ks^ai snr les institutions politiques du 
Japon (Brussels, 1903), a good account of the Japanese gov- 
ernment; Knox, G. W., Imperial Japan (1905). On the causes 
of the Russo-Japanese war: see, Asakawa, The Russo-Japanese 
Conflict (1904). For a lisi; of books on the Russo-Japanese war: 
see. Statesman's Year Book for 1908, p. 1223. An important book 
/is Hershey, a. S., The International Laic and Diplomacy of the 
Russo-Japanese War (190(5); contains, among others, excellent 
chapters on the causes of the war and on tlie Treaty of Portsmouth. 

A very interesting account by a ]>articipant in one of the great 
events of the war is Capt. Vladimir Semenoff, The Battle of TsU'- 
shima between the Japanese and Russian Fleets, Fought on 27th 
of May, 19(h3, Translated by A. B. Lindsay (London, 1906, 
165 pp.)‘ 

/iliLLARD, T. F., I'he New Far Fast (1907); an examination of 
the situation of Jajian and her relation to the Far Eastern 
Question, with speeial reference to the interests of the United States 
and the future of China; contains chapters on Japan in Korea, in 
Manchuria, the New China, Japan, China and the West; contains, 
also, the Anglo-Japanese Alliance of 1905, the Treaty of Portsmouth, 
the Japanese-Korean Agreement of 1905. 

Dyer, Henry, Japan in World Politics (1909), by a professor 
emeritus in the University of Tokio; has chapters on the Meeting of 
the Far East and the West, on the Rise of Japan as a Vvorld Power, 
on the Factors of National Life, on the Civilizations of the East 
and the West, etc. 

Jpn tin* receift history of the lar East see: 

^Iornheck, S. K., Contemporary Politics in the Far East (1916), 
invaluable, treats tlie recent history of China, Japan, and the relations 
of those countries w’ith the United States; Count S. Okuma, Fifty 
Years of AVw- Japan (190<)); Count T. Hayashi, The Secret 
Memoirs of. edited by A. M. Pooley (1915), the memoirs of a 
Japanese statesman and diplomat; K. Kawakami. Japan in World 
Politics (1917); W. W. McLaren, A Political History of Japan 
(1916);, A. S. Hershey, Modern Japan (1919), excellent recent 
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study. On China: Henri Cordier, Ilistoire generale de la Chine 
et see relations avec les paifs Strangers, 4 vols. (1921), best general 
history. A standard work is H. B. Morse, The International 
Relations of the Chinese Empire, 3 vols. (1918); K. S. Latourette, 
The Development of China (1921), good brief account; T. F. F. 
Millard's Democracy and the Eastern Question (191?)) is by an 
American long resident in the East, critical of the Japanese; 
Reinsch, P. S., An American Diplomat in China, 191S—1919 (1922), 
by the late American minister to China (1920); W. W, Wil- 
loughby, Foreign Rights and '^Interests in China (1920); H. A. 
Gibbons, The New Map of Asia (1919), a popular account. 


CHAPTER XXXIV 
Russia After the War with Japan 

The most useful description of the events of this period will be 
found in the Annual Register, Dodd, Modern Constitutions, gives 
the Fundamental Laws of the Russian Empire of May 6th, 1906. 
with useful notes. Harper, S. N., The Nexv Electoral Law for 
the Russian Duma (Chicago, 1908), is an excellent description of 
the electoral law. Miliukov, Paul, Russia and its Crisis 
(Chicago, 1905), presents the Liberal theory of the crisis: a very 
instructive book, V^ictor Berard, The Russian Empire and Czarism, 
translated by G. Fox-Davies and G. O. Pope (1905), has certain 
chapters describing the process of Russification attempted with the 
Poles, Jews, Finns, and Armenians. Other books that may be con- 
sulted are: Pares, B., Russia and Reform (1907) ; Nevinson, H. W., 
The Dawn in Russia (1906); Perris, G. H., Russia in Revolution 
(1905); Martin, R., The Future of Russia (1906); Korff, S. A., 
Autocracy and Revolution in Russia (1923). 


CHAPTER XXXV 
The Balkan Wars of 1912 and 1913 

On the peace movement: see, Holls, F. W., The Peace Conference 
at the Hague, and Its Bearings on International Law and Policy 
(1900); an account of the First Conference of 1899 by a member 
of the delegation of the United States; Hull, W. I., The Txoo Hague 
Conferences and Their Contributions to International I^aw (1908), 
a comparative study of the discussions and achievements of |thc Con- 
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ferences of 1899 and 1907, well arranged and clearly presented; 
Scott, J. B., The Hague Peace Conferences of 1899 and 1907, two 
elaborate and authoritative volumes (1909). Vol. I consists of 
lectures delivered at Johns Hopkins University by Scott, one of 
the delegates of the United States at the conference of 1907, 
lectures noW much revised and enlarged; vol. II contains the official 
documents, the instructions to American delegates, their official 
reports, and the various texts drawn up at the Conferences and 
ratified by the participating powers; Higgins, A. P., The Hague 
Peace Conferences and Other International Conferences Concern-^ 
ing the Laws and Usages of War (Cambridge University Press, 
1909); Foster, J. W., Arbitration and the Hague Court (1904). 

On the regime of tlie Young Turks: Gibbons, The New Map 
of Europe, Chap. XI, pp. 180-219; Pears, Forty Years in 
Constantinople. 

On the war between Italy and Turkey: Gibbons, Chap. XIII, 
pp. 241-262. 

On the war between tlie Balkan States and Turkey: Gibbons, 
Chap. XIV, pp. 263-318; J. G. Sciiurman, The Balkan Wars 
(1914), pp. 3—60; G. P.-Goocii, History of Modern Europe, 1878^ 
1919, ch. 15; Seymot r, 77ie Diplomatic Background of the War, 
Chap. X. G. E. Gueshoff, The Balkan League (with documents), 
(1915). 

On the war between the Balkan States: Gibbons, Chap. XV, 
pp. 319-350; Schi^rman, pp. 63-131; Seymour, Chap. X. Carnegie 
Endowment for International Peace; Report of International Com- 
mission to Inquire into the Causes and Conduct of the Balkan Wars 
(1914). 

On Albania: Chekrezi, C. A., Albania Past and Present (1919); 
J. Bourcart, I/Albanic et les Albanais (1921); J. Godart, IJAlhanie 
en 1921 (1922). 


CHAPTER XXXVI 
The World War 
General Causes of the War 
General Causes of the IVar: 

A f?ood introduftiou to tliis whole subject is to be found in 
Charlks ¥>RYMOtin, The Diplomatic Background of the War, 1870— 
19H (1916), an interesting and informing book which shows clearly 
the relation of the crisis of 1911. to the history of Europe since 
1870, t|^e various factors of tlmt crisis in their historical develop- 
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luent. Very useful is: F. M. Anderson and A. S. Hersiiey, Hand '- 
book for the Diplomatic History of Europe, Asia, and Africa, 1870^ 
IQIJ/. (1918). Consult also W. S. Davis, The Roots of th%, War 
(1918). See also, Achille Viallate, UImperialisme econornique 
et les relations internationales pendant le dernier demi-siecle, 187()~- 
1020 (1923). Gooch, G. P., History of Modern Edrope, 1878- 
1919 (1923), cli. XVI, brief statement. 

The most extensive survey of the diplomatic history preceding 
the war is Debidour, A., Hisioire diplomatique de VEurope depuis 
le Congres de Berlin jusqu*a nos jours, 1878—1916 (2 Vols. 1917- 
1920). H. A. Gibbons, The New Map of Europe {1911- 
191Jf) (1914), a popular account of the years immediately pre- 
ceding the war. f].ssential for an understanding of the period is 
A, C. CooLiDGE, The Origins of the Triple Alliance (1917), an 
illuminating and thoroughly informed, com])aet volume, describing 
the formation and development of the most im]>ortant single factor 
in the international situation. With this book as an introduction 
the student is in a position to use and greatly profit from F. Pribram, 
The Secret Treaties of Austria-Hungary, 1870-191 Jf. (2 vols. 
1920), English Edition by A. C. Coolidge, a work of the first impor- 
tance, throwing a flood of light upon the origins of the Triple 
Alliance and upon Austrian Eastern jiolicies, containing invaluable 
documents, treaties, correspondence, memoranda, collected since the 
war by a distinguished Austrian historian from the Austrian State 
Archives. Vol. II, pp. 3-180, contains an elaborate history of the 
negotiations between the nations concerned. The documents and 
the historical narrative hav(‘ been carefully translated by D. P. 
Myers and J. G. D'Arcy Pacl. A most instructive book on the 
deep-lying causes of the war. 

Useful for international relations are tlic 1(52 Handbooks Prepared 
Under the Direction of the Historical Section of the Foreign Office 
(London, 1920), of uneven value. 

There is a large literature on the foreign policies of the different 
countries before the war. A few useful titles are the following: 

Germany: 

W. H. Dawson, The German Empire, 1867- tOlj (1919), vol. II, 
chaps. XV, XVI, XVII, XX-XXIV; H. E. Schmitt, England and 
Germany, 17 1 Jf, excellent; G. W. Puotheuo, \werman 

Policy before the War (HM(5), good britf account; RJUventlow, 
Deiiischlands Auswdrtige Politik, 1888—1912 (cd. 1918), from 
standpoint of a Pan-German; P. Roiirhacii, German World Policies 
(1915) and Germany* s Isolation; An Ea:position of the Economic 
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Causes of the War (1915); Berniiardi, Germany and the Next 
War (1914); Bulow, B. von. Imperial Germany (1914), official 
point 'of view (the German edition of 1917, Deutsche Politik, 
contains matter not in the edition of 1914) ; Pmile Laloy, La 
diplomatic de Guillaume II (1917), covers period from 1888 to 
1914; Morris Jastrow, The War and the Bagdad Railway (1917); 
R. G. Usher, Pan-Germanism (1913), a lively and popular book; 
Andre Cheradame, The Pan-German Plot Unmasked (1917); 
Freidrich Naumann, Cimtral Europe (1917); Baron Beyens, 
Germany before the War (1915); D. J. Hill, Impressions of the 
Kaiser (1918), interesting and close observation and analysis of 
the Kaiser’s personality and diplomacy; C. D. Hazen, Alsace-Lor- 
raine under German Rule (1917). 

England: 

Bernadotte E. Schmitt, England and Germany, 

(1916), an admirable treatment of Anglo-German relations from 
the historical point of view. The best general survey. Treats with 
particular fulness the period since 1870. Gilbert Murray, The 
Foreign Policy of Sir Edzcard Grey, 1906-1915 (1915), critical; 
G. H. Perris, Our Foreign Policy and Sir Edward Grey's Failure 
(1912), a severe attack; Eoerton, H. E., British Foreign Policy in 
Europe (1917); IIassall, A., History of British Foreign Policy 
(1912), the last two general but useful for our purposes; Trevelyan, 
G. M., T'he British Empire; Sarolea, C., The Anglo-Ger?nan 
Problem. 

France : 

R, PiNON, France et Allemagne, 1870—1913 (1913); Andre 
Tardieu, France and the Alliances (1909); La Conference d'Alge- 
siras (1909), and Le Mysiere d'Agadir (1912); P. Albin, D'Agadir 
h Serajevo ( 19] l-lOLIf) (1915); W. M. Fullerton. Problems of 
Forcer (2nd ed., 1915). 

Immediate Causes of the War: 

Valuable books u])on the attitude of different countries and upon 
the official negotiations and explanations at the beginning of the 
war arc: J. B. Scott (editor). Diplomatic Documents Relating to the 
Outbreak of the European War, 2 vols. (1916); E. C. Stowell, 
The Di^lomac,, of the War of lOU marked by much 

careful analysis of the documents; J. W. Headlam, The History of 
Tu'elre lllflys, July to August ^th, 1914 (1915); Collected 
Dlplonwth ' Documents Relating to the Outbreak of the European 
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War, published by Harrison and Sons, London; F. Roches, Manuel 
des origines de la guerre, clear and well documented, based on the 
multi-colored official books; Bourgeois et Pages, Les origines ^tei les 
responsibilites de la grande guerre, very useful. Poincare, R., Les 
origines de la guerre (1921), a book of the first importance by the 
man who, at the outbreak of the war, was President of France. All 
these books contain important source material, and several of them 
much pertinent discussion and criticism. Valentin, Deutschland 
Aussenpolitik, good discussion by a German. O. P. Chitwood, The 
Immediate Causes of the Great War (1917), an excellent small vol- 
ume; J. M. Beck, The Evidence in the Case (1914), effective and 
popular marshalling of the facts; J. H. Rose, The Origins of the War; 
Leon van der Essen, The Invasion and the War in Belgium, with 
a Sketch of the Diplomatic Negotiations Preceding the Conflict 
(1917); Charles de Visscher, Belgium's Case, a Juridical Enquiry, 
translated by E. F, Jairdain (1916); Emile Waxweiler, Belgium, 
Neutral and Loyal, the War of 1014 (1915), and the same author’s 
Belgium and the Great Powers (1916); Charles Sarolea, How 
Belgium Saved Europe (1915); Emile Hovelaque, Les causes 
profondes de la guerre (1915), a suggestive brief study. Very 
important are: The Disclosures from Germany, edited and trans- 
lated by Munroe Smith (1918) and containing the I.iehnowsky 
Memorandum and the Memorandum and I.etters of Dr. Mukhlon; 
and Munroe Smith, Militarism and Statecraft (1918), powerful 
and acute criticism of military strategy versus diplomacy in Germany 
in Bismarck's time and at the beginning of the war, and containing 
also an account of German land-hunger and other underlying eausCvS 
of the war. Indispensable post-war publications from the archives 
of Germany and Austria are Karl Kautsky, Die deutschen Dokti- 
mente zum Kriegsausbruch, 4 vols. (1919), and Richard Gooss, 
Diplomatische Aktenstiicke zur Vorgeschichte des Krieges, 1914, 
3 vols. (1919-'). Sidney B. Fay subjects some of the new litera- 
ture on the subject to examination irt several articles on Neto Light 
on the Origin of the War, published in th<‘ American Historical 
Review, 1920-21. Five altogether exceptional articles, trevealing wide 
knowledge and the finest kind of criticism, arc those by Pierre Rk- 
NOiTviN, lecturer at the Sorbonne*, on Les origines immediates de la 
guerre mondiale in the Revue des Cottrs et Conferences (1923). See 
also Heinrich Kanner, Kaiserliche Katastrophenpolitik ; E%h> Stiick 
Zeitgenossischer Geschichte (1922), a book based mainly cib the doc- 
uments published by Kautsky and Gooss. Important material, taken 
from the Russian Archives and published by the Bolshevist govern- 
ment, is to be found in E. Laloy, Les documents secrets^ unA in Un 
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Livre Noir, containing documents covering years 1910-1914. (Paris, 
1923.) 

The World War: 

The literature is already enormous and is rapidly growing. Prob- 
ably the best single volume history of the war is vol. IX of Lavisse, 
Histoire de France contemporaine, 1922. The three new volumes of 
the Encyclojyaedia Britannica (1922) contains a great number of 
valuable articles on every aj^pe' t of the war, military campaigns, polit- 
ical and diplomatic history, technical matter, biographical data. Of the 
very first importance for the study of certain aspects of the War is The 
Kconornic and Social History of the World War, which is being pub- 
lislied by the Carnegie Endowment under the general editorship of 
James T. Shotwell. This elaborately planned survey deals with the 
economic and social effects of the war upon sixteen European coun- 
tries, It will comprise, when finished, some hundred and fifty vol- 
umes, written by historians, economists, statesmen, men of affairs. 
Eleven volumes have already appeared (June 1923). The excep- 
tional value of this great undertaking is already apparent. The 
student will have to go elsewhere for the military, political, and 
diplomatic events of the war, but within its carefully defined limits 
this history is a mine of information. A useful aid in the study of the 
war is S. B. Hakdino, A Syllahus of the Great War (1918); also F. 
W. T, Langk and W. T. Berry, Books on the Great War, an annotated 
bibliography (1915); Serviceable short histories of the war are: C. 
J. n. Haves, A Brief History of the Great War (1920), a clear, well- 
arranged, and balanced account, with an excellent bibliography; A. F. 
Pollard, A Short History of the Great War (1920), by a distin- 
guished English historian; H. Vast, Little History of the Great War. 
by a careful Frencli historian ; Victor Giraud, Histoire de la grande 
guerre (1920), more extensive than the former. Elaborate general his- 
tories of the war arc: F. H. Simonds, The Great War, 5 vols. (1914— 
1920); John Bechan, A History of the Great War, 4 vols. (1921- 
22); John Btchan, Nelson\s History of the liar (1915—); Her- 
mann Stegemann, Geschichte des Krieges, 3 vols. (1917—19). The 
London Times History of the IV ar and the Nexc iork Times Current 
History of the War are journalistic and uncritical but contain much 
information and many pictorial illustrations. 

Speefal subjects are treated in the following: D. W. Johnson, 
Topogra^;, and Strategy hi ihe War (1917), and, also, Battlefields 
of the World Jf'ar (19il), both excellent, by an authority 
on geography; Loi is Maiiklim. La Fictoire de la Marne (1919); 
John Ma8?:kikli), Gallipoli (1916); Louis Gillet, La Batatlle de 
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Verdun (1920); H. W. Nevinson, The Dardanelles Campaign 
(1918) ; Raymond Recouley, Foch, le vainqueur de la guerre (1919), 
and (same author) La Bataille de Foch (1920); H. A. Att»ridge, 
Marshal Ferdinand Foch (1919); G, M. Trevelyan, Scenes from 
Italy^s War (1919). 

Many accounts by participants in the war, military hr civil, have 
appeared, of which a few arc: Ludendorff, My War Memories, 
19H—1918, 2 vols. (1919); Hindenburg, Out of My Life (1920); 
Tirpitz, My Memoirs, 2 vols. (1919);. Bethmann-Hollweo, T. 
VON, Reflections on the World War, Part I (1920); f'iRZBEUGER, M., 
Erlebnisse im Welthrieg (1920); Scheidemann, P., Der Zusammen- 
hruch (1921). Charles Schmidt, Les plans secrets de la politique 
allemande en Alsace-Lorraine, 1915—1918 (1922). Bernstorff, 
J. H. VON, My Three Years in America (1920) ; French 1914/* the 
Memoirs of Field Marshall Viscount French (1914)^ Haig, Des- 
patches December 1015— April 1919 (1920), edited by J. H. Boras- 
ton; Jellicoe, The Grand Fleet, 1914-1916 (1918). The memoirs 
of Lloyd George and Herbert Asquith are announced. Winston S. 
Churchill, The World Crisis 1911—1914 (1928), by the man who 
was head of the British admiralty from 1911 to 1915. Brand Whit- 
lock, Belgium, a Personal Narrative, 2 vols. (1919), one of tlie 
great war books; Baron Beyens, La Belgique pendant la guerre 
(1923), a brief, instructive account; Hugh Gibson, A Journal from 
Our Legation in Belgium (1917); Henry MoRGANTHAt% Ambassador 
Morgenthau*s Story (1918); James W. Gerard, My Four Years in 
Germany (1917) and Face to Face with Kaiserisvi (1918). 

On American participation in the war sec: J. B. Scott (editor) 
President Wilson's Foreign Policy, messages, addresses, papers 
(1918); (same editor) A Survey of International Relations betxceen 
the United States and Germany, August 1, 1914-April 6, 
1917 (1917); Hendrick, B. J., The Life and Letters of Walter //. 
Page, 2 vols. (1922), an historical source of the first importance, 
as well as a fine addition to literature; A. W. Lane, The Letters of 
Franklin K, Ijane, (1922); Charles Seymour, Woodroxv Wilson and 
the World War (1922), is a volume in the Chronic'^es of America 
series; Lindsay Rogers, America's Case against Germany (1917); 
J. B. McMaster, The United States in the World War, 2 vols. 
(1919-20); J. S. Bassett, Our War xvith Germany, a History 
(1919); Chambrun and Marenches, The American Army in the 
European Conflict (1919); Arthur W. Page, Our tlO Days' 
Fighting (1920), a very accurate and precise account of the opera- 
tions in which Americans were involved; Sims, W. S., The Victory 
at Sea (1920). 
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CHAPTER XXXVII 

Making the Peace 

General Boojcs on Post War History: 

Tlie Encyclopaedia Britannica, new volumes (1922), contain the 
largest body of historical and biographical information on the last 
few years easily available ,fcr students; Bowman, Isaiah, The New 
World, Problems in Political Geography (1921), the most useful 
introduction to world politics of the present day, whose value is 
greatly augumented by its two hundred and eighty maps and its ex- 
tensive bibliography; Eisenmann, Bourgeois, Fournol, and others, 
Les Problemes de. I’Europe Centrale (1923), an important series of 
lectures on the historical, political, territorial, economic, and financial 
problems of Central Europe; H. A. Gibbons, An Introduction to 
World Politics (1922) journalistic, showing marks of haste in con- 
struction, judgments often too categorical; Charles A. Beard, Cross 
Currents in Europe Today (1922); Lord Brvce, International Rela- 
tions. Eight Lectures delivered in the United States in Avgust, 1921 
(1922); Achille Viallate, L’Imperialisme Economique (1923) pp. 
221-294 on La Guerre et ses consequences; L. Haden Guest, The 
Struggle for Power in Europe, 1917-1921 (1921), a British physi- 
cian’s travel impressions and observations; A. Meillet, Les langues 
dans VEurope nouvelle (1918); McBain and Rogers, The New 
Constitutions of Europe (1922), invaluable for the student, contains 
English translations of thirteen new constitutions as well as useful 
notes and references; R. J. Keener, Slavic Europe; A Selected 
Bibliography in the Western European Languages (1918) ; a scientific 
bibliography of great utility. While only brought down to the 
beginning of the war, it is very useful for an understanding of the 
later period; the works cited deal with the Russians, Poles, Czech^ 
Slovaks, Jugo-Slavs. and Bulgarians; F. M. Anderson and A. . 
Hersiiey, Handbook ’for the Diplomatic History of Europe, Asw 
and Africa (IHIO-IOU), (1918); though only coming down to the 
war is nevertheless a valuable aid in the study of many of the 
problems of the subsequent period; B Potter 
duction to the Study of International Organization (19-2), Q 
Bardou^, De Paris a Spa; la bataille diplomatique pour Zo po»* 

franfaise *( February, 1919-Oetol)er, ' Statesman’s 

at the Ecole Libre des Sciences Pohtiques. The Statesmans 

Year Book. The International Year Book, The Annual f the 

Political SUence Quarterly annual supplements entitled Record of 
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Political Events, the Round Table, the Current History Magazine, 
the newly founded Foreign Affairs and the French weekly, U Europe 
Nouvelle are extremely useful for a study of current events anck prob- 
lems. Denys P. Myers*, Manual of Collections of Treaties and of 
Collections relating to Treaties (1922), of invaluable assistance in 
finding the text of treaties. 

A very convenient and useful collection of material, treaties, cor- 
respondence, speeches, bearing upon contemporary history is the 
Documents of The American Association^ for International Concilia 
ation. 

The Conference of Paris: 

The most elaborate work is H. W. V. Temperley (editor), A 
History of the Peace Conference of Paris (1920—). Six volumes 
have already appeared, one more is promised. Invaluable, con- 
tains much documentary material, and also historical and inter- 
pretative chapters, of uneven quality. Other volumes are C. H. 
Haskins and R. H. Lord, Some Problems of the Peace Conference 
(1920); contains excellent chapters on the history of and the 
decisions concerning the most important territorial problems raised 
by the war; clear, explanatory, and accompanied by helpful bibli- 
ographical notes; House and Seymour, What Really Happened at 
Paris (1921), the story of the Conference as told by certain of 
the American delegates; Robert Lansing, The Peace Negotiations, 
a Personal Narrative (1921) and (same author) The Big Four 
and Others (1921), important books by the American Secretary of 
State; R. S. Baker, What Wilson Did at Paris (1919), uncritical, 
excessively laudatory; C. T. Thompson, The Peace Conference Day 
by Day (1920); A. P. Scott, An Introduction to the Peace Treaties 
(1920); E. J. Dillon, The Inside History of the Peace Conference 
(1920); Bernard M. Baruch, The Making of the Reparation and 
Economic Sections of the Treaty (1920). Tumulty, J. P., Woodrow 
Wilson as I Know Him (1921), by the President's private secretary; 
Rothbart, Die Grossen Vier am Werk, presents the German point 
of view. «, 

R. S. Baker, Woodrow Wilson and World Settlement 3 vols., 
(1922); the third volume contains important documents. 

The most enlightening account of the growth and formation of 
the Treaty of Versailles, and its most powerful explanatfon and 
defense are to be found in Andre Tardieu, The Truth ^about the 
Treaty (1921). Tardieu was a leading member of the French dele- 
gation and was intimately associated with the work of the Conference 
in all its stages. Other studies and criticisms of the Treaty are: 
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Leon Bourgeois, Le Traite de Paix de Versailles (1919); Charles 
Benoist, Les nouvelles frontieres d^Allemagne et la nouvelle carte 
d'Eurqpe (1920); Louis Barthou, Le Traite de Paia: (1919); 
Gabriel Hanotaux, Le Traite de Versailles du 28 Juin, 1919 
(1919). A bitter and exaggerated attack upon the Treaty^ very 
feeble on the political side, is J. M. Kevnes’s The Economic Con- 
sequences of the Peace (1919), to which Raphael-Georgks Levy's 
La juste paix (1920) is a reply. 

The Treaty itself has ^been published in several forms and is 
easily procurable. An edition that may be recommended for his- 
tory classes is that published by the American Association for 
International Conciliation. 


CHAPTER XXXVIII 

Germany Since the Revolution 

George Young, The New Germany (1920); R, II. Lutz, The Ger- 
man Revolution of 1918-1019. (1922); Maurice Baumont 

and Marcel Berthelot, L’Allemagne, Lendemains de Guerre et 
de Revolution (1922), excellent; McBain and Rogers, The New 
Constitutions of Kurope (1922), contains translations of the new 
constitutions of Germany and Prussia; Bowman, The New World, 
ch. X; Edmond Vermeil, La Constitution de Weimar (1923), the 
most important study of the subject that has yet appeared; 
Rene Brunet, The German Constitution (1922), an analytical 
discussion and exposition of the new constitution with an explanation 
of economic and social factors active in the overthrow of the old and 
the establishment of the new regime. The best treatment of the sub- 
ject in English. Henri Lichtenberger, VAllemagne d au jour d hut 
dans ses relations avec la France (1922), the most penetrating book 
that has appeared on post-war German opinion and acUon. Victor 
Gambon, UAllemagne Nouvelle. 1923, a detailed description of the 
actual state of German industries, economic methods, etc. Rene 
Lauret, Les conditions de la vie en Allemagne 1923 a carefully 
documented study; Hermann Brinckmeyeh, Hugo Stmnes. 1921. 


CHAPTER XXXIX 
The Republic of Czecho-Slovakia 
rrt nf the Peace Conference, vol. IV, pp. 236- 

arr.T.Sfent’ch.p.e/by B. W. S.TC»-W,« 0 »; Tie Ife«. 
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World, ch. XIII; Haskins and Lord, Some Problems of the Peace 
Conference, ch. VI; Guest, The Struggle for Power in Europe, pp. 
136-171; Louis Eisenmann, La Tchecoslovaquie (1921), b^st de- 
scription of the institutions and component elements of the new 
republic; Louise Weiss, La Repuhlique Tchccoslovaque, preface by 
Edward Benes (1919); Charles Rivet, Les Tckecoslovaques 
(1921); Edward Benes, Bohemians Case for Independence (1916); 
T. G. Masaryk, The New Europe (1918); Vladimer Nosek, Inde- 
pendent Bohemia, an account of the Czecljo-Slovak Struggle for Lib- 
erty (1918); Etienne Fournol, 7)c la Succession d' Autriche (1918); 
Alexander Broz, The First Year of the Czechoslovak Republic 
(1921); E. Stern, La legislation ouvriere tchccoslovaque j Jean 
Bourlier, Les Tcheques et la Boheme contemporaine (1918). Louis 
Leger, La Renaissance tcheqtie an XIX* siecle (1911), an excellent 
exposition of pre-war development; A. Mousset, La Petite Entente, 
(19^3). 


CHAPTER XL 
The Republic op Poland 

Haskins and Lord, Some Problems of the Peace Conference 
(1920), excellent chapter on the resurrection of Poland and bound- 
ary problems (pp. 153-200); House and Seymour, What Really 
Happened at Paris, pp. 67-86; L. Haden Guest, The Struggle 
for Power in Europe, pp. 109-135; Ralph Butler, The New 
Eastern Europe (1919), has chapters on Poland in 1917, 1918, and 
1919; Askenazy, Danzig and Poland, discusses the subject indicated 
by the title. See also Bowman, The New World, ch. XIX. Two 
instructive books on present-day Poland are Ray Devereux (Mrs. 
Devereux Pember), Poland Reborn (1922) and Marcel Pernot, 
UEpreuve de la Pologne (1921). See also Bruce Boswell, Poland 
and the Poles (1921), and Charles Phillips, The Nexv Poland, 
(1922). 


CHAPTER XLI 
Roumania 

R, W. Seton-Watson, Roumania and the Great War (1^5), a 
discussion of the Roumanian national problem; TemperleyJ' // 
of the Peace Conference, vol. IV, pp. 213-236; Guest, The Struggle 
for Power in Europe, pp. 210-244; Take Jonesco, Souvenirs (1919), 
a volume of much interest; D. Iancovici, La Paix de ^Bucharest, 
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Mai 7, 1918 (1918), and (same author) Take Jonesco (1918), a 
brief biography of the Roumanian Liberal statesman; Marcel Gillard, 
La Ro^imanie nouvelle (1922); the most informing book on contem- 
porary Roumania; studies of Roumanian society, ethnic minorities^ 
the economic crisis, the political evolution. A. Mousset, La Petite 
E?itentej C. LI. Clark, Greater Roumania (1922), uncritical, strongly 
pro-Rouraanian, but contains much information concerning the geog- 
raphy, resources, literature and recent history of the country. 


CHAPTER XLII 
J ugo-Slavia 

Temperley, History of the Peace Conference, vol. IV, pp. 171— 
212; House and Seymour, What Really Happened at Paris, ch. VI, 
by Professor D. V/. Johnson on Fiurne and the Adriatic Problem; 
Kerner, R. J., Slavic Europe, a Selected Bibliography (1918), and 
(same author) “The Jugo-Slav Movement'* in the Russian Revolu* 
tion, and the tJugo-Slav Movement (1918); R. W. wSeton- Watson, 
The Southern Slav Question and the Hapsburg Monarchy (1911), and 
(same author) The Rise of Nationality in the Balkans (1917); 
A. H. E. Taylor, The Future of the Southern Slavs (1917); 
11. W. V. Temperley, History of Serbia (1917); McBain and 
Rogers, The Neic Constitutions of Europe (1922); A. Mousset, 
Le Royaume des Serbes, Croates et Slovenes (1921), the best book 
that has yet appeared on tlie Jugo-Slav state. By the same author, 
La Petite Entente, (1923). There is an excellent chapter on Jugo- 
slavia in Bowman, The New World, ch. XIV. 


CHAPTER XLIII 
The Republic of Austria 

Temperley , History of the Peace Conference of Paris, Volume 
IV (pp. 4)62-484') contains an admirable cha])ter by A. C. Coolidoe 
on The New Austria; Bowman, The New World, ch. XI; Haskins 
and T.ord, So?ne Problems of The Peace Conference, chap. VI, pp. 
201-22^; L. Haden Guest, The Struggle for Power in Europe, pp. 
172-188;^ Jean Kervegan, UAutriche en 1021 (1921); Marcel 
Dunan, UAutriche (1921), in the useful series Les ttats Contem- 
porains, has chapters on the history, the soil and population, the 
institutions* the economic state, the letters, arts, and sciences of 
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Austria; J. Tersannes, Le prohleme autrichien et la menace du 
rattachment a VAUemagne (1921); Kelsen, Die Verfassungsgesetze 
der Republik Oesterreich (1919); Karl Neisser, Politische Ckronik, 
for 1918-1920; and (same author)^ Ein Jahr Republik Oesterreich 
(1920). McBain and Rogers^ The New Constitutions of Europe, 
gives the new constitution of Austria. 


CHAPTER XLJV 
Hungary Since the War 

Temperley, History of the Peace Conference, vol. IV, pp. 485— 
497, chapter by H. W. V. Temperley; Haskins and Lord, Some 
Problems of the Peace Conference, pp. 231-262, chapter on Hungary 
and the Adriatic; Bowman, The New World, ch. XII; Guest, The 
Struggle for Power in Europe, pp. 189-209. Tharaud, Quand 
Israel est Roi (1921), is a brilliant account of the Jews in contem- 
porary Hungary, of the revolution of 1918, the Karolyi and Bela 
Kun regimes, etc. Count Paul Teleki, The Place of Hungary in 
European History (1922), lectures delivered at Williamstown in 
1921; point of view that of the ruling Magyar class, reactionary. 
A. Hevesy, Nationalities in Hungary (1919). 


CHAPTER XLV 

Bulgaria and the Treaty of Neuilly 

• 

Leon Lamouche, ha Bulgarie, 19^3, the' most informing book on 
contemporary Bulgaria; Temperlbvy, History of the Peace Confer- 
ence, vol. IV, pp. 444-461 ; Haskins and Lord, Some Problems of 
the Peace Conference, chap. VIII; Bowman, The New World, ch. 

XVI. 


CHAPTER XLVI 
Soviet Russia 

The background to recent Russian history is conveniently fur- 
nished by Gregor Alexinsky, Modern Russia (1913); R.^^Beazley, 
N. Forbes and G. A. Birkett, Russia from the Varangians to the 
Bolsheviks (1918); F. H. Skrine, The Expansion of Russia, 1815— 
1900 (1904); T. G. Masaryk, The Spirit of Russia, 2 v6ls. (1919), 
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a remarkable book; Mayor, J., The Economic History of Russia, 
2 vols. (1914), the most extensive treatment of the subject. 

On , ^recent history see particularly the articles by Vinogradoff 
in vol. XXXII of the Eiicyclopaedia Britannica; M. J. Olgin, The 
Soul of the Russian Revolution (1917); Baron S. A. Xorff, 
Russia's Foreign Relations during the Last Half Century (1922); 
Sir Paul Vinogradoff, Self-Government in Russia (1915), and 
(same author) 'The Reconstruction of Russia (1919); S, Zagorsky, 
La Rcpublique des Soviets Bilan Economique (1921); A. Iswolsky, 
The Memoirs of Alexander Iswolsky (edited and translated by C. L, 
Seeoer), 1920; Maurice Paleolooue, La Russie des Tsars pendant 
la Grande Guerre; has been translated into English under the title 
An Ambassador's Memories (London, 1923); Pierre Gilhard, Thir^ 
teen Years at the Russian Court (1922): by the tutor of the late 
Czarevitch; describes the last days of the various members of the 
Imperial Family; Rosen, Forty Years of Diplomacy (1922); Koiiff, 
S. A., Autocracy arid, Revolution in Russia (1923). 

The literature on Bolshevism is extensive, most of it highly con- 
troversial: M. A. Landau-Aldanov, Ijenine (1919), a brief biog- 
raphy; Nicolai Lenine (V. I. Ulianov), The State and Revolu'- 
tion (1919), Land Revolution in Russia (1919) and The Great 
Initiative (1920); I>. Trotsky, Our Revolution: Essays on Work- 
ing-class and International Revolution, lOOJir-lOlI , collected and 
translated by M, J. Olgin (1918) and (same author) The Bolshe- 
viks and World Peace (1918), present some of the views of the 
two most conspicuous Bolshevik leaders. Among the more significant 
books on Bolshevism are: John Spaugo, Bolshevism; The Enemy 
of Political and Industrial Democracy (1919), The Psychology of 
Bolshevism (1919) and The Greatest Failure in History (1920), 
by an American Socialist; Paul N. Milittkov, Bolshevism; an 
International Danger (1920), History of the Second Russian Revolu- 
tion (1920), Russia, Today and Tomorrow (1922), by a leader of 
the Russian Liberals; Bertrand RirssELL, The Practice and Theory 
of Bolshevism (1920); Karl Kautsky, The Dictatorship of the 
Proletariat (1920), by the leader of the Marxian Socialists ; Keren- 
sky, A. F., The Prelude to Bolshevism (1919); William T. Goode, 
Bolshevism at Work (1920); Arthur Bullard, The Russian Pen- 
dulum; Rmile Vandevelde, The Three Aspects of the Russian Revo- 
lution (1918), by a leader of the Belgian Socialists; S. Zagorsky, 
L'tvoluti:bn actuelle du holchevisme russe (1922). The Report of 
the British T.abor Delegation which visited Russia is important and 
has been published by the New York Nation (September 25, 1920). 
K. LEiTES,"/?cccwi Economic Developments tn Russia (1922). 



1164 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 


CHAPTER XLVII 
France Since the War 

Jincyclopaedia Briiannica, vol. XXXI (1022); Bowma<n, The New 
World, ch. Ill; Raymond Leslie Buell, Contemporary French PoF 
Hies (1920), an informing discussion of post-war conditions, tend- 
encies and problems; William MacDonalp, Reconstruction in France 
(1922), precise, detailed, authoritative; Edward M. Sait, Govern- 
ment and Politics of France (1921), the chapters on Political Devel- 
opment and Parties have some account of France since the war; A. 
Fabre-Luce, La Crise des Alliances (1922), an able, critical account 
of Franco-British relations since the armistice; Paul Bureau, Quinze 
Annees de Separation (1921), a study of the law of separation of 
1905 in operation, hostile; Michel Auge-Laribe, Le paysan frangais 
apres la guerre (1923): on the political situation and discussions 
after the war see, A. de Tarde et R. de Jouvenel, La politique 
d*aujourd*hui (1923); Celtus, La France a Genes, Un programme 
frangais de reconstruction economique de VFurope (1922); Robert 
Veyssie, La Paix par la Ruhr (1923); on conspicuous French 
politicians of today see Etienne Fournol, Le Moderne Plutarque 
(1923) and an anonymous book entitled Ceux qui nous mment 
(1922). On the colonies see, Albert Sarraut, La Mise en valeur 
des colonies frangaises (1923). On Alsace-I.orraine, George Dela- 
hache, Les debuts de V administration frangaise en Alsace et en 
Lorraine (1921). 


CHAPTER XLVIII 

Great Britain and Her Empire 

On the Empire: Bowman, The New World, ch. II, on Problems 
of Imperial Britain; Lionel Curtis, The Commonwealth of Nations 
(1918); George Louis Beer, The English-Speaking Peoples (1917); 
A. B. Keith, Imperial Unity and the Dominions (191G); H. Duncan 
Hall, The British Commonxvealth of Nations (1920); A. B. Keith, 
The War Government of the British Dominions (1921), one of the 
volumes of the Carnegie Endowment Economic and Social History of 
the War; J. A. Williamson, A Short History of British Expansion 
(1922). On Ireland: Ernest Barker, Ireland in the Last Fifty 
Years, 1866-1918 (1919), a brief but illuminating examination of 
the Irisli problem; Horace Plunkett, Ireland in the Nfxv Century 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 


1165 


(1904); Encijclopaedia Britannica, vol. XXXI^ best treatment of 
recent Irish history; E. R. Turner, Ireland and England, in the 
Past and Present (1919); Francis Hackett, Ireland: A Study in 
Irrationalism (1918); Maurice Joy, editor. The Irish Rebellion of 
1016 (1916); W. B. Wells and N. Marlowe, A History of the 
Irish Rebellhn of 1916 (1917), and (same authors) The Irish Con- 
vention and Sinn Fein (1918); Stephen Gwynn, The Last Years 
of John Redmond (1919); D. Fiqoes, The Ir'sh Constitution (1922); 
A. C. White, The Irish F^ee State: its Evolution and Possibilities 
(1922); R. M. Henry, The Evolution of Sinn Fein (1920); Gen* 
Michael Collins, 2' he Path to Freedom (1923). On India: partic- 
ularly useful for very recent history is Sir Valentine Chirol, India, 
Old and New (1921); discusses recent political reforms, the Gandhi 
movement, etc.; J. C. Wedgkwood, The Future of the Indo-British 
Coinnionwealth (1922): from the point of view of a radical; Lajpat 
Uai, England's Debt to India (1917): an Indian view of the English 
occupation of India; L. Cuhtis, Dyarchy 1921; E. A. Horne, 2^he 
Political Systems of British India (1922); C. P. Ilbert, The Gov- 
ernment of India (1922); On Mesopotamia: see, Miss G. 
L. Beli/s Review of the Civil Administration of Mesopotamia 
(1920), being a British official report giving the views of the chief 
Arab sheiks toward British administration of Mesopotamia. On 
Egypt see M. Larry, La Revolution Egyptienne (1922), important, 
standpoint that of an Egyptian Nationalist. On Africa consult F. D. 
Luoard, 2he Dual Mandates in British Tropical Africa (1922); 
E. Antonelli, L^dfrique et la Paix de Versailles (1921), contains 
an account of tlic war in Africa and the recent changes in tlic 
distribution of African territory. 


CHAPTER XLIX 
Turkey Since the War 

Maurice Pernot, La question turque (1923); Bowman, The New 
World, chaps.j XXIV-XXVIll. M. LiiEKmER. La Grace. (1922). 
Anmial Register and current reviews. 

CHAPTER L 

Bei.gium TIurino and Since the War 

Baron Be yens. La Belgique pendant la Guerre (1923); Brand 
Whi'tj.ock: Belgium, a Personal Narrative. 2 vols. (1919) an invalu- 



11^6 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 


able source of information, by the American minister to Belgium from 
1913 to 1917; Henri Pirenne, Souvenirs de Captivite en Allemagne, 
(1920); Belgium’s leading historian’s account of his imprisonqjent in 
Germany from March 1916 to November 1918, his observations, etc.; 
LeRoy Roussel, Abrogation de la neutralite de la Belgique. Ses 
causes et ses effets. (1923.) * 

Several volumes of great importance for the history of Belgium 
are included in The Economic and Social History of the World War, 
edited by James T. Shotwell, and havq already appeared or are 
in press. They are: Ferdinand Passelkco, Deportation of Belgian 
Workmen and the Forced Labor of the Civilian Population during the 
German Occupation of Belgium; Albert Henry, Food Supply of 
Belgium during the German Occupation; J. Pirenne and M. Vau- 
THIER, German Legislation with Reference to the Occupation of 
Belgium; Ernest Mahaim, Unemployment in Belgium during the 
German Occupation; Charles de Kerchove, Destruction of Belgian 
Industry by the Germans; F. J. Van I>angeniiove, Economic Policy 
of the Belgian Governrnent during the War. 


CHAPTER LI 
Contemporary Italy 

Page, T. N., Italy and the World War (1921). By the ambassador 
of the United States to Italy during the war; Ernest Lemonon, 
I/Italie d^apres-guerre, 1911?— 1921 (1922); very informing; T. 

Tittoni, Modern Italy (1922); Paul Hazard, LHtalie vivante, 1923, 
an extremely interesting book of impressions and appreciations of 
men and things . Italian, having reference particularly to the years 
1921 and 1922; by a professor at the Sorbonne. Bowman, The 
New World, ch. V, describes the Italian situation on the morrow 
of the war. On Fiume see J. N. Macdonald, A Political Escapade : 
The Story of Fiume and D^Annunzio (1921). 


CHAPTER LII 
The League of Nations 

The League of Nations Starts: An Outline by its Organizers 
(1920), chapters by R. B. Fosdiek, George Rublee, J. T. Shotwell, 
Leon Bourgeois, etc. S. P. Duggan, Editor, The League of Nations, 
the Principle and the Practice (1919); ijm Geoffrey Sutler, A 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 


11C7 


Handbook to the League of Nations (1919); Lord Eustace Percy, 
The Besponsihilities of the League (1919); Sir Frederick Pollock, 
The L'^ague of Nations (1919); J. C. Smuts, The League of Nations 
(1919); D. W. Morrow, The Society of Free Nations (1919); D. J. 
Hill, Present Problems in Foreign Policy (1919) and American 
World Polictes (1920); C. H. Levermore, Second Year Book of the 
Ijcague of Nations (1922); Rene Brunet La Societe des Nations et 
la France (1921); F. B. Sayre, Eaperiments in International Admiu’^ 
istraiion (1919) ; A. Sweetw:r. What the League of Nations has Done 
(1922); J. L. Garvin, The Economic Foundations of Peace (1919); 
G. G. Wilson, The First Year of the League of Nations (1921); H. 
W. V. Temperley, I' he Second Year of the League of Nations (1922). 
Among the publications of the T^eagiie of Nations probably the most 
useful for the general student wishing to keep informed on the current 
activities of the League are tlie Monthly Summary of the League 
of Nations and the Official Journal. Many important special reports 
have also been published. 


CHAPTER LIII 
The Washington Conference 

R. L. Buell, The Washington Conference (1922), the only compre- 
Iiensivc account in English; liEON Archimraud, La ( onference de 
Washington (1923), an admirable treatment of the subject; contains 
also a hundred pages of documents; W. W. Willoughby, China at the 
Conference (1922), valuable; Ge-Zay Wood, The Shantung Question; 
a Study in Diplomacy and World Politics (1922), an able presenta- 
tion of the matter, from the Cliincsc point of view; K. K. Kawakami, 
Japards Pacific Policy (1922), a moderate statement of Japans pol- 
icy at the Conference and the reasons justifying it. 


CHAPTER LIV 
The Eclipse of the Entente 

For current hi.lorj, tl,c u.cfnl .ids V!T,r 

published In different countries: in Enpland, the •<»”“«! Bj*'"; 
pnUiehed'.ince 1758; in Frnncc, Vl.nOTn A., La n.c 
L ieua maadn. since 1907; in Germany, ScHinnA.™, 
land und die qrosse Politih, since 1902; OtASltn, F. / ■ 

politieeh: *,dn»ir«, since 1900; Schulth.ss, E.rupnirclcr Gr- 



1168 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 


schichtskalender, since 1860; Aegidi and Klauhold, Das Staatsarchiv, 
Sammlung der offiziellen Aktenstucke sur Geschichte der Gegenxvart, 
since 1861. Now edited by G. Roloff, 

The Statesman's Year Kook is an indispensable source of varied 
statistical information, concerning all countries. The New Interna- 
iiotial Year Kook, edited by F. M. Colby, and The American Year 
Book, edited by S. N. D. North, are useful. Particularly liclj)ful is 
Record of Political Events, published by Political Science Quarterly 
as an annual supplement. • 

Publications which will be found useful in the study of contem- 
porary history, besides the more popular English and American re- 
views, such as the Fortnightly ; Contemporary ; Nineteenth Century; 
Westminster ; North American; World^s Work; Review of Reviews; 
Current History, are: The Round Table; Edinburgh Reviexv; Quar- 
terly Reviexc; National Review; American Political Science Review; 
ForHgn Affairs; Political Science Quarterly ; Yale Review; Annals of 
the American Academy; Econoxnic Journal; Economic Review; Quar- 
terly Journal of Economics ; Socialist Reviexc; Survey; Laxv Quarterly 
Reviexc; American Journal of International Laxc; Revue des deux 
mondes; Revue de Paris; Revue bletie; Le Correspondent; Revue 
d*histoire diplomatique ; Revue politique et parlementaire ; Revue de 
droit international et de legislation comparce ; Archives diplomatique s ; 
Revue de droit public et science politique ; Annales des sciences polit- 
iquesj Questions diplomatiques et coloniales ; Revue generate de droit 
international public; Journal des economistes ; Revue d* economie poli- 
tique; Revue economique internationale ; Heconomiste frangais; 
HEurope nouvelle; I/Opinion; La vie des peuples; Revue des sci- 
ences politiques; La Revue de Geneve; Deutsche Rundschau; Preus- 
sische Jahrbiicher; Jahrbuch des offentlichen Rechts; Archiv fur 
dffentliches Recht; Zeitschrift fiir Volkerrecht und Kundesstaatsrechto 



INDEX 


Aalaiui Islands, 1044 
Abbas Hilmi, 971 
Abd-el-Kader, 365 
Abdul-Aziz, 567 

Abdul Hamid II, 567, 579, 580, 04!2; 

deposition, 645 
Abdullah, 999 

Absolutism, Austria afb'r 1849, 379; 
Prussia, 209, 210; Jlussia undc^r 

Alexander IH, 601; Russia under 
Nicholas I, 586 

Abyssinia, Italy at war with, 374, 375 
Accident Insurance, 292 
Adana massacres, 645, 646 
Adige River, 155 
Adrianople, 650, 652 
Adrianople, Treaty of, in 1829, 559 
Adriatic islands, 885, 890 
Adriatic problem, 889; Italy and Jugo- 
slavia, 1024; settlement, 1026 
Aegean islands, 377 
Aegean seaports and Bulgaria, 917 
Afghanistan, 490 

Africa, appropriation by European na- 
tions, 512; conditions in 1815, 510; 
exploration, 510; Frencii control, 365; 
German colonies, 294, 313; partition 
of, 509 
Agadir, 368 

Agram Treason Trial, 883 
Ahmed Fuad, 970, 974 
Aircraft, Germany, 757 
Aisne River, 715 
Aisne, Battle of the, 705 
Aix-la-Chapelle, Congress of, 47, 78 
Alabama claims, 455, 543 
Albania, 553; frontiers, 1044; indepen- 
dence,^ 1028; Italian control, lOp, 
new state of, 651, 654; principality 


Albert Nyanza, 511 
Alberta, 495 
Aleppo, 719, 720 
Alexander, of Greece, UM)2, 1003 
Alexander I, of Russia, 5, 11, 15, 29, 
581; grants a constitution to Poland 
in 1815, 103 

Alexander II, of Russia, 295, 588; liberal 
reforms, 593; Polish policy, 594; 
vacillating character, 594; violence 
against, 600 

Alexander HI, of Russia, 600; character, 
601; persecution of Jews, 602; policy, 
603 

Alexander John I, of Hournania, 566 
Alexander of Battenberg, 573 
Alexandria, 516 

Alfonso XII, of Spain, 524, 525; acces- 
sion, 527; death, 527 
Alfonso XIII, of Spain, 527 
Alge(*iras Conference, 368 
Algeria, 365, 960; compiest by France, 
365; relation to France, 367 
Algiers, 365 

Alleiiby, General E. H. H., 708, 974, 
995; Palestine campaign in 1917-18, 
719 

Allenstcin, 798, 835, 840 
Allied Food (’ominission, 899 
All-Russian C’ongress of Soviets, 926, 927 
Alsace, 252; cession to (Germany, 255 
Alsace- L(irraine, 282, 307, 727; cession 
in 1871, 331; recovery for France, 
729, 959 

Alsatians, treatment by Germany, 323 
Amadco, of Spain, 525 
Ambassadors, 1050 
America, iiee United States 
American soldiers in the World War, 


of, 535-556 

Albanians and Turks, 646 
Albert, Prince Consort, 424 
Albert I, oi Belgium, 535; reply 
Gernia,\i ultimatum in 1914, 668 


714, 715 
Amiens, 711 

Anarchy, 276; Russia, 598 
to Anatolia, 997, 1004 
Ancona, 106 
11^9 



1170 


INDEX 


Andorra, 5S5 

Anglican Church, 400; education and, 
477; inequalities, 401; Ireland, 441, 
443; universities, 453; Wales, 485 
Anglo-French relations, 962; Versailles 
Treaty and, 968 

Anglo-Japanese treaty in 1902, 624, 1074 
Anglo-Portuguese Alliance, 691 
Angora Government, 998; France and, 
1004; Treaty of Sevres and, 1000 
Angouleme, Duke of, 50 
Annam, 366, 307 
Anti-Corn-Law-League, 429 
Anti-Semites in the Dreyfus case, 358 
Antwerp, Germans in, 669 
Anzacs, 679 
Arabi Pasha, 516 
Arabia. 720, 996 
Arabs and Jews, 1000 
Arbitration, international, 455, 640; Per- 
manent Court of, 640, 1047 
Arc de Triomphe, 119 
Argentina, Italian immigration, 377 
Argonne Forest, 716, 717 
Aristocracy, 71 
Arkwright, Richard, 55, 63 
Armament reduction, 745; crux of the 
problem, 1071; League of Nations 
and, 1058; Washington Conference 
and, 1061, 1070 
Armenian massacres, 640 
Armistice of 1918, 723, 725; difference 
between armistice and peace, 730; 
execution, 728; provisions, 727 
Armored motor cars, 687, 757 
Arms and munitions, Germany and, 756 
Army, England, purchase system, 452; 
England, reform, 451; France, reor- 
ganization in 1818, 78-79; France, re- 
organization in 1872, 339; Prussia, 214 
Arndt, E. M., 34, 136 
Arras, 686, 704, 705, 711 
Article X of the Covenant of the League 
of Nations, 746; United States and, 
763. See also I^eague of Nations 
Artois, Count of, 75, 77, 82, 84 
Ashley, Lord, 421 

Asia, occupied by England, France, and 
Russia, 609 

Asia Minor, Greeks ami, 1002, 1004. 
See also Anatolia 

Asquith, Herbert, 478; Irish Parliament, 
484; ministry and the House of Lords, 
483 


Association’s Law, France, 360 
Associations of Worship, France, 362 
Astor, Lady, 966 
Athens, 557 
Atlantic Cable, 435 
Augustenberg, Duke of, 223 
Auguslowo, 671 * 

Ausgleich of 1867, 383, 384, 880 
Australia, 495; Constitution, 498; con- 
victs, 496, 497 ; federation of six 
colonVcs, 497 
Australian ballot, 454 
Austria, Empire of, 3; absence of unity 
in 1815, 18; absolutism after 1849, 
379; acquisitions at the Congress of 
Vienna, 6; Bismarck’s plan for war 
with, 223, 224; Bismarck’s views on, 
218, 219; Bosnia and Ilerzegovnia 
and, 643, 644; Catholic Church and, 
385; censorship in 1815-48, 21; con- 
dition in 1815, 19; conspiracy of 
Canons and Napoleon III against, 
194; Constitution of 1861, 380, 384; 
Denmark and, 221; electoral reforms, 
387, 389, 390; espionage in 1815-48, 
21; evolution in 1815-48, 138; exten- 
sion of principles of government in 
1815, 30; Germanizaiion attempted, 
19; Germans in, dominant influence, 
385, 387; Hungary, loss of, in 1848, 
154; Hungary, punishment of, 379; 
Hungary, war with, in 1849, 160; 
independence rec'ognized by Germany, 
754; internal transformation after 

1866, 384; invasion of Italy in the 
World War in 1917, 705, 706 (map); 
Italy and, in 1815, 42; Itiily, victories 
in, in 1819, 161; liberal reforms after 

1867, 385; mobilization on July 28, 
1911, 661; nationalities and their de- 
mands, 386; nationality, growth of, 
139; Peace Conference and, in 1919, 
808; plan of a war ^igainst Serbia in 
1913, 655; Prussia and, 27, 33, 34, 
163, 219; Prussia’s defeat of, in 1866, 
and its causes, 228; race struggles, 
385; reaction after 1815, 1 8; t reaction 
against revolution of 1848, 159; re- 
coveries in Itiily, 157; revolution in 
her provinces in 1848, 154; revolu- 
tionary disturbances in 1848, 152; 
St. Germain Treaty, tetms of, 765; 
ultimatum to Piedmont, 105; ulti- 
matum to Serbia on JVily 23, 1914, 



INDEX 


1171 


657; university control in 1815-48, 
21; World War, defeat in, 722 
Austria, RepuUic of, 765, 893; access to 
the ^a, 900; area, 900; boundaries, 
894, 900; character, 894; Constitu- 
tion, 901; Constitutional Court, 901; 
economic condition, 899, 902; finances, 
899, 902; Germany and, 896; govern- 
ment, 898; loan under auspices of the 
League, 902; political parties, 901; 
proclamation, 893, 898; provij^ces 900 
Austria-Hungary, 379; anomalous gov- 
ernment, 383; Ausgleich of 1867, 383, 
384; character of ruling classes, 003; 
delegations, 383; disintegration after 
the World War, 722, 804, 807, 888, 
893; dualism, 383; Lloyd George and 
Wilson on, 887; nationality and its 
divisive effect, 385; territorial losses 
and gains in the nineteenth century, 
393 

Austria Irredenta, 895 
Austro-German Treaty of 1879, 296 
Austro-Prussian war. See Seven Weeks’ 
War 

Austro-Sardinian war in 1859, 196 
Autocracy, 737 
Azeglio, M. T. d’, 149 

Baden, 29; union with Prussia in the 
war of 1870, 250 

Bagdad, Berlin to, 707, 720, 721 ; capture 
by the British in 1917, 708 
Bagdad railway, 316, 916, 1004 
Baker, Sir Samuel, 511 
Bakunin, Mikhail, 276, 598 
Balaklava, 562 
Balbo, Cesare, 149 

Balfour, A. J., 470, 1066, 1079; ministry, 
475 

Balfour Declaration, 999, 1000 
Balkan bloc, 873 
Balkan peninsubv 642 
Balkan states, 316, 393, 573, 575, 579; 
according to the Treaty of Bucharest 
(map), 653; Allied line in 1916 (map), 
682; balance of power in 1914 and 
1921, 'hl9; international relations, 659; 
wars offl912 and 1913, 648; World 
War and, 654 

Ballot, Prussian oral voting, 326; secret, 
453. See also Suffrage 
Ballot Act of 1872, 453 
Baltic p/ovin^es, 943, 944 


Baluchistan, 490 
Banat, 864, 868, 891 
Bangruedo, Lake, 511 
Bapaume, 686, 711 
Ibirbary Suites, 365 

Barcelona transportation conference, 1040 
Bardine, Sophie, 599 
Baring, Sir Evelyn, 517 
Bashi-Bazouks, 568 
Bastille, 349 
Batak massacre, 568 
Baudin, Charles, 240 
Bauer, Gustav, 776, 796 
Bavaria, 22, 787; Constitution, 29; 
defeat in 1866, 228; republic pro- 
claimed, 771; Saxe-Coburg and, 723; 
.stock companies, 211; union with 
Prussia in the war of 1870, 250, 256 
Bazaire, F. A., 252 

Beaconsfield, Lord, 458. See also Dis- 
raeli 

Beatty, Admiral David, 692, 729, 963 
Beaiiharnais, Eugene, 41 
Bebel, August, 279, 289 
Beirut, 719 

Belgium before the iVorld War, 4; Congo 
Free Slate and, 512, 513, 514; (Con- 
stitution, 534; Germany violates neu- 
trality of, 663, 664; independence 
declared in 1830, 101; independence 
endorsed by the powers in 1830-31, 
102; Luxemburg, economic union with, 
959; neutrality, 536; rise of the King^ 
dom of, 98; victim of the World War, 
535 

Belgium daring and since the World War, 
1008; deportations, 1013, 1014; de- 
struction of her liberty, 1012; es- 
pionage, 1011; exploitation of lan- 
guage differences, 1014; France and, 
1020; invasion by Germany, 1009; 
League of Nations and, 1020; Martyr- 
dom, 1011, 1018; neutrality, 1019; 
rehabilitation, 1020; Belief Commis- 
sion, 1018; requisitions of material, 
1012, 1018; suffrage, 1020; territorial 
gains, 1019; terrorism, 1010; tyranny, 
1011; unemployment, 1013; universi- 
ties, 1015 

Belgrade, 671, 680, 875 
Bell, Johannes, 742 
Belleau Wood, 713 
Benedek, Ludwig von, 227 
Benedetti> Vincent, 247, 248 



1172 


INDEX 


Benes, Edward, 811, 812, 873, 911; 
career, 822 

Bentham, Jeremy, 259; “Fragment on 
Government,” 402 
Beresford, Lord, 529 
Berlin, 155; as capital, 256; center of 
interest in 1866, 245; intriguers at 
Court, 301; police regulations in 1851, 
209; representation in the Reichstag, 
327 

Berlin, Congress of, 295, 571 
Berlin, Treaty of, 295, 571, 572; defiance 
of in 1908, 643, 644 
Berlin Act of 1885, 513 
Berlin to Bagdad railroad, 316, 707, 720, 
721, 916 
Bern, 538, 540 

Bernadotte, Marshal, 2, 547, 548 
Bernhard, George, 802 
Bernstein, Edward, 773 
Bernstorff, J. H. von, 699, 802 
Berry, Duchess of, 115 
Berry, Duke of, 81, 83 
Bessarabia, 563, 564, 570, 571, 868; land 
problem, 870 

Bethmann-Hollweg, Theobald von, 303, 
321, 698; statement of Germany’s 
injustice to Belgium, 664 
Biarritz, Bismarck and Napoleon III at, 
224, 244 

Big business in Germany, 791 
“Big Five,” 741 
Birmingham, 399 
Birth rate in France, 960 
Bismarck, Otto von, 27, 209, 210; ap- 
pointed President of the Ministry, 
216, 219; Austria, plan for war with, 
223; Austria, vie>vs on, 218, 219; 
Catholic Church and, 285, 287; 

colonial policy, 293; diplomacy, 218, 
220; early career, 216; German Con- 
federation reform, 224, 225; German 
unity and, 208; Italian treaty in 1866, 
224; Napoleon III and, 224, 244, 
245-246; policy of blood and iron, 
220; political ideas, 217, 220; pres- 
tige, 284; protective tariff policy, 287; 
quoted on William II, 727; representfi- 
tivc government and, 329; reshaping 
of Europe and prosecution of three 
wars, 220; resignation, 301; retire- 
ment and death, 302; Schlesivig- 
Holstein matter, 221; Socialism and, 
289; Spanish crown and, 248; uni- 


versal suffrage, 225; William II and, 
299, 300; working classes, 291 
Bismarck Archipelago, 970 
Bissing, M. F. von, 1011; Univexsity of 
Ghent and, 1014 
Black Sea neutrality, 563, 564 
Black Shirts, 1037, 1040 
Blanc, Louis, 128, 167, 265 
Blanqui, L. A., 60-61 
Bliss, General Tasker, 739 
BloCy Balkan, 873 
Bloc, French, 359 

Blockade of the German coast in the 
World War, 691 
Bloemfontein, 501, 505 
Blood and iron, 220; in Soviet Russia, 
928 

Bloody Sunday, Russia, 632 
Board schools, England, 450, 477 
Boer War, 476, 505 

Boers, 501, 980; Gladstone and, 502; 

gold discovery and the Uitlanders, 504 
Bohemia, 18, 385; conditions in 1815, 
20; Czechs and Germans, relations, 
813; Czechs’ demand for restoration, 
386; democratic movement, 389; 
German and Magyar opposition, 387; 
historic rights recognized by Austria, 
386; history, 810; Moltke’s plan 
against, 227; national and racial 
growth, 139; revolution in 1848, 154; 
subjugation in 1848, 157 
Bologna, 106 

Bolsheviki, 702; Hungary and, 866; 
peace demands, 708; Poland and, 850; 
policy in Russia, 703 
Bolshevism, 925, 940, 941, 951; fear in 
Germany, 796 
Bonapartists, 119, 340, 343 
Bonn, University of, 297 
Bordeaux, 668; National Assembly in 
1871, 331, 337; seat of government in 
1870, 253 y 

Bordeaux, Duke of, 95, 112, 115. See 
also Chambord, Count of 
Bordereau, 354 

Boris III, of Bulgaria, 721, 919 
Borny, 252 

Borouglis, English, 397; suffrage, 398, 
399, 417-418, 438; types, 398 
Borussia, 297 
Boseligrad, 917 

Bosnia, 393, 571, 643, 645, 656, 877 
Botany Bay, 496 
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Botha, General Louis, 881; Southwest 
Africa campaign, 980, 981 
Boulanger, General G. E. J. M., 352 
Boule, S78 
Boulogne fiasco, 120 

Boundaries, national, European problem 
after the Wcrld War, 731 
Bourbon. See Reunion, 364 
Bourbon family, attempt at fusion of 
two branches, 341 
Bourbons, 72 
Bouresehes, 713 
Bourgeois, Leon, 949 
Bourgeoisie, 270 
Boxer movement, 622 
Boy-Ed, Karl, 695 
Braga, Tlieophile, 531 
Bratiano, J. J. C., 740, 864 
Bratislava, 830 

Brazil, Germany and, 315; independence, 
529; royal family of Portugal in, 529 
Bremen, 306 
Breslmi (ship), 672 

Brest-Litovsk, Treaty of, 678, 703, 709, 
728, 755; Russian territory lost, 709, 
710, 712 (map) 

Briand, Aristide, Washington ('onferenee 
and — ship ratio and submarines, 
1068, 1070 

Bribery, 453; England, 399 
Bright, John, 429, 437, 439, 447, 451, 4,55 
British Columbia, 495 
British’ Empire, economic measure for 
increasing trade within, in 1919, 966; 
expansion after the World War, 969, 
970; extent at opening of the twen- 
tieth century, 507; in the nineteenth 
century, 486; unrest after the World 
War, 969 

British India, 975, 976 
British Labor Party in Elections of 
December, 1918, 964 
British North Atrvgrica, 490 
British North American Act, 494 
British South Africa, 500 
Brockdorff-Rantzaii, tJ. K., 802 
Broglie, Duke of 113, 347 
Brook Farm, 264 
Brunn, 822i>830 

Brussels, 668; financial conference, 1046; 

rioting in 1830, 101 
Brussilov, Gqieral A. A., 687, 700 
Bucharest, 565, 689 
Bucharest, Treaty of, in 1886, 574 


Bucharest, Treaty of, in 1913, 652 
Bucharest, Treaty of, in 1918, 710, 728; 
Roumania and, 862 

Budapest, 153, 907, 908; as capital of 
Hungary, 384; Roumanian occupation 
in 1919, 866 

Budget in England, 1909, 481 
Bukowina, 687, 868 

Bulgaria, 567; after 1878, 573; com- 
pulsory labor for the community, 923; 
disposition by treaties of San Stefano 
and Berlin, 570, 571, 572; geographical 
position as factor in World War, 915; 
“GrtHiii** Socialists, 920; indepen- 
dence, 643; insurrection ia 1876, 568; 
lands, 923; Macedonia and, 651; 
NcMiilly, Treaty of, 766, 917; Treaty 
of Neuilly, military terms, 918; peas- 
ant government, 919; Roumania and, 
652; Russian relations, 573; Serbia 
and, 574, 577; Southern Slavs and, 
875; under Stambuloff, 575; World 
War, entrance into, 680, 914, 915; 
World War, participation, 916; World 
War, peace, 917; World War, sur- 
reiKler, 916; World War, territorial 
losses, 917 

Bulgarian atrocities, 568 
Bulgarian Peasant Union, 922 
Bulgarians, 553 
Buliguin, A. G., 632 

Billow, Bi'rnhard, Prince von, 303, 321, 
325, 329, 330 

Bundesrat, 230, 282, 772, 783; Constitu- 
tional amendment and, 328 
Burma, 490 
Burschenschaft, 30, 33 
Bute, 398 
Byron, I.iord, 557 

Cadiz, Siege of, 50 
('airo, 516 
Cambodia, 366 
Cambrai, 705, 718 
(Cambridge, Eng., 422 
Cameron, V. L., 511 

Caraeroons, 294, 368, 684, 959, 970; 
rebell ionus, 313 

Campbell-Bannerman, Sir Henry, 478 
Canada, 63; Dominion of, 494; Durham 
mission in 1837, 492; Fenian invasion, 
443; independence, 495; Rebellion of 
1837, 424; transportation and growth, 
495; Upper and Lower, 490, 494 
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Canadians in the World War, 675 
Canary Islands, 528 

Canning, George, 51, 52; foreign policy, 
406 

Cantigny, 713 
Canton, 612 
Cantoas, Swiss, 538 
('ape ('olony, 500 
Cape Town, 507 

Capital, 68; German concentration, 793, 
795; Lenin’s compromise in 1921, 936 
Capital and labor, 68, 69; factory system 
and, 257 

Capitalism, 271; Socialism as the reply 
to, 258 

C^iporctto, 721 
Caprera, 202, 205 

Caprivi, G. L., Count von, 303, 321 
C’apua, 205 

Carbonari, 45, 90, 93, 145, 193 

Carinthia, 876 

Carlist war, 522, 523, 527 

Carlos, Don, 521 

Carlos I, of Portugal, 530 

Carlotta, 238, 239 

Carmen Sylva, 566, 860 

Carlsbad Decrees, 32, 35 

Carlyle, Thomas, 266 

Carniola, 388, 876, 885 

Carnot, M. F. S., 351; assassination, 354 

Caroline islands, 294 

Carthage, 509 

Cartwright, Edmund, 55, 63 
Casimir-P6rier, J. P. P., 354 
Castelar, Emilio, 526 
Castelfidardo, 204, 205 
Catholic Association, 409 
Catholic Church, 233; Austria and, 385; 
England, political power, 407; France, 
360; France, Concordat, 360; Ger- 
many and, 284; Italian war and, 233; 
Italy and, 372; Third French Republic 
and, 347 

Catholic Emancipation, 409, 442 
Caucasus republics, 943, 944 
Cavaignac, General L. E., 171, 176, 356 
Cavour, Camillo di, 188; conspiracy 
with Napoleon III to fight Austria, 
194; death, 206; education and ideas, 
189; his liberal newspaper, 189; moral 
of his life, 206; Napoleon III and, 
188; policy of economic development, 
190; policy of a military ally for 
Piedmont, 191; prime minister of 


Piedmont, 190; reputation, 192; res- 
ignation, 197; return to office, 199; 
Rome and, 206; Sicilian revolt and, 
203; unscrupulousness and ilitrigue, 
195 

Cawnpore, 488 

Censorship in Russia, 186, See also 
PVeedom of the press 
Central Europe, 133; between revolu- 
tions (1830-1848), 133; diplomatic 
situation in 1914, 659; new arrange- 
ment, 810, 823; revolt in 1848, 152 
Central Executive Committee, of Soviet 
Russia, 927 

Centralization, 333; France, 333, 339; 

Switzerland, 543 
Cervera, University of, 520 
Chdlon, 252 

Chamberlain, Joseph, 469, 473; imperial- 
ism, 475 

Chambord, Count of, 95, 340, 341 
Charles I, of Austria, 393, 807, 823, 824, 
886, 893; attempts to recover throne 
of Hungary, 911; deposition as King 
of Hungary, exile, and death, 911-912; 
proclamation for federalizing Austria- 
Hungary, in 1918, 905 
Charles I, of Roumania, 566, 576, 860, 861 
Charles X, of France, 72, 84; abdication, 
exile, and death, 95-96; character, 84; 
Constitutional Charter, interpretation, 
92; coronation, 85; indemnification 
of nobles, 85; law against sacrilege, 
86; ordinances of July, 1830, 91; 
overthrow and exile, 91 
Charles XIII, of Norway and Sweden, 
548 

Charles XIV, of Norway and Sweden, 548 
Charles XV, of Norway and Sweden, 548 
Charles Albert, Prince of Carignan, 48, 49 
Charles Albert, of Piedmont, 149; defeat 
and death, 161, 162 
Charles Felix, 48, 49 t, 

Chartism, 265, 266, 424 
Chatalja line, 998 
Chftteau-Thierry, 713, 714 
Che-ka, 927 
Chemists, German, 308 
Child labor, 69; England, 450; English 
coal mines, 432 

China, 610; Boxer movement, 622; 
British relations, 612; ciyjlization, 610; 
foreign lease-holds in, 1078^ govern- 
ment, 611; integrity vof, 621, 623; 



INDEX 


1175 


international position, 1076; isolation, 
611; Opium War, 612; postal system, 
1076^ republic proclaimed, 627; Russo* 
Japanese War, reaction, 626; safe* 
guarding the interests of, 1078; trans* 
formation, 627; treaty ports, 612; 
Washington Conference and, 1072, 
1076 

Chino-Japanese War, 620 
Chios, 556 

Christian VIII, of Denmark, 545 
Christian IX, of Denmark, 221, 545 
Christian X, of Denmark, 546 
Christian Popular party in Germany, 
772, 802 

Christiania, 548, 550 

Christina, Regent of Spain, 521-522 

Christinos, 522 

Church and State in France, 859; in 
Italy, Papal Guarantees, etc., 371; 
in Prussia, 286 

Church of England. See Anglican Church 
Churchill, Lord Randolph. 473 
Cilicia, 1004 

Cities, 67; conditions of life, 67; Ger- 
many, rapid growth, 304 
Civil Service examinations, England, 452 
Clarendon, Lord, 439 
Class struggle, 270 

Cleraenceau, Georges, 351, 740, 950, 951; 
character, 946; Peace Conference and, 
947; retirement, 952 
Clericalism, 347, 360 
Clermont, 56 

Coal, England, 04; England, strikes in 
1920 and 1921, 967; Germany, 304-305 
Coal mines, nationalization question, 
Ihigland, 965, 967 ; Upper Silesia, 838, 
839 

Cobbett, William, 403, 401, 405 
Cobden, Richard, 429 
Coblenz, occupation in 1918, 729 
Cochin-China, Jifeo 
Collectivism in England, 434 
Collins, Michael, 986, 990; murder, 992 
Cologne, electoral classes, 326; occupa- 
tion iJi 1918, 729 
Colonial pj;eference, 478 
Colonies, 293; British, 456; British, 
responsible governraciit in, 493; British 
increase after the Worhl War, 969; 
German ^acquisition, 293; German 
policy, 312; self-government principle, 
492 * 


Combes, J. L. E., 360 
Comenius, J. A., 819, 827 
Commons, House of, 396, 414; Chartist 
movement and its effect, 427; con- 
stituencies, 397; inequalities of repre- 
sentation, 397 ; local governments and, 
423; membership, 462; middle class 
rule in, 436; predominance, 418 
Common\-i ealih of Australia Constitu- 
tion Act, 498 

Commune, Paris, 332; government of, 
334; idea and importance, 333 
Communism in Hungary, and B41a Kun, 
906 

Communists, Germany since the Revo- 
lution, 773, 775; Soviet Russia, 927, 
943 

Competition, German unfair methods, 
309 

Compromise of 1867. See Ausgleich 
Compulsoiy labor in Soviet Russia, 984 
Comrades, 272 

Concert of Powers, in 1815, 13 
Concordat of 1801, 360, 362 
Confederation of the Rhine, 23 
Conference of Paris. See Paris, Con- 
ference of, 1919 

Congo, 314, 960; French, 350, 368 
Congo Colony, 537 
(Vmgo Free State, 512, 513, 514 
Congo River, 511 

Conservatives in England, 437, 472; in 
power in 1874, 456 
Constantine, Grand Duke, 104 
Constantine I, of Greece, 681, 721; re- 
call, 1003; second abdication; death, 
1004 

Constiintinople, 564, 650, 995; affairs in 
1876, 567; Allied a^'empt to capture, 
in 1915, 678; Greece and, 1001; grip 
of the Central Powers on, 915; loca- 
tion, 672; mutiny of troops in 1909, 645 
Constitutional Charter, 72, 110; Charles 
X and, 92; supporting parties, 76 
Constitutional Court, Austria, 901 
Constitutional government, 27; Austria, 
1861,380,384; Belgium, 534; Canada, 
Upper and Lower, 490, 491; Den- 
mark, 545, 546; England, 412; France 
in 1870, 241; France in 1875, 343, 350; 
France, postponement, 342; Germany, 
amendments to the Constitution, 328; 
Germany since the Revolution, 779; 
Germany’s condition in 1815, 27, 29, 
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32; llollaii(]» 532, 533; Hungary, 384; 
India, 977; Japan, 619; Lcmis XVIII 
and, 72; North German Confederation, 
230; ' Piedmont, 188; Poland in 1815, 
103; Prussia, beginning, 137; Prussia 
under Frederick William IV, 209; 
Prussia and the Constitution of 1850, 
165; Sardinia, 165; Spain, 522, 523, 
524, 527; Switzerland, 540 
Coolidge, A. C., 296 
Co-operation, 66 
Co-operative societies, 167 
Corfu, Serbians in, 681, 884 
Corfu, Manifesto of, 887 
Corn Laws, 403, 428; repeal, 431 
Corporation and Test Acts, 407, 408 
Cortes (Portugal), Constitution adopted, 
529 

Cortes (Spain), 36, 50, 523; proclamation 
of Republic in 1873, 526 
Corv6e^ 20, 970 
Cosgrave, William, 993 
Cotton, 62 

Council of People’s Commissaries, of 
Soviet Russia, 927 

Counties, English, 397; suffrage, 397, 
417, 438 

Counties, Scotch, 398 

County Councils Act of 1888, 471 

C!!ourland, 943 

Court, World. See Permanent Court of 
International Justice 
Court of Arbitration, Permanent, 640, 
1048 

Court of International Justice. See 
Permanent Court, etc. 

Couza, Alexander, 565, 566, 870 
Cracow, 6, 844; Republic of, 103 
Crete, 578, 643; incorporation in Greece, 
650 

Crimean War, 186, 560, 562, 588; Pied- 
mont’s participation, 191 
Crispi, Francesco, 374; colonial projects, 
374, 375 

Croatia, 140, 385, 391, 808; maltreat- 
ment, 880; national revival, 880 
Croatia-Slavonia, 876 
Ooatia-SIavonia-Dalmatia, 876 
Croats, 391; Magyars and, 158, 879; 

Serbs and, 881, 882 
Oomer, Lord, 517, 970 
Crompton, Samuel, 55, 63 
Cruelty to animals, 407 
Cuban insurrection of 1868, 527-528 


Cunard, Samuel, 57 
Curia Romana, 371 
Curtis, G. W., 264 
Curtius, Ernst, 213 
Curzon line, 842, 852 
Cushing, Caleb, 613 
Custozza, 157, 227 
Cyprus, 571 

Cyrillic alphabet, 877, 887 
Czecho-Slovak Church, 831 
Czecho-Slovakia, 732, 754; activity, 829; 
area and population, 814; boundaries, 
812; Chamber of Deputies and Senate, 
816; Constitution, framing, 812; Con- 
stitution described, 815; Declaration 
of Independence, 811; democracy, 826; 
education, 830; foreign policy, 824; 
government organs, 815; land reform, 
828; languages, 814, 817, 826; name, 
810; Presidency, 815; religion, 830; 
republic, 812; scholars, 818-819; uni- 
versities, 830 

Czecho-Slovaks, independence, 722, 807 
Czechs, 139; concessions to, 388; de- 
mand for Bohemia’s restoration, 386; 
desertions in the World War, 806; 
divisions among, 389; Germans of 
Bohemia and, 813; national move- 
ment, 154; Slovaks and, 811 
Czernowitz, 688 

Dahomey, 366 
Dail Eireann, 986, 987, 992 
Daimios, 615, 617 
Dalmatia, 876, 885, 889 
Damascus, 719 

Danes, treatment by Germany, 323 
Danish West Indies, 546 
Dante, 43 
Danube River, 563 
Danubian confederation, 825 
Danubian Principalities, 552, 560, 561, 
565 

Danzig, 753; disturbances in 1920, 837, 
851; Free City of, 753, 836, 1046; 
Poland and, relations, 836 
Dardanelles, 078, 679 (map), 915 
Deak, Francis, 143, 381, 392 ^ 

Death penalty in Phigland, 406-407 
Decazes, Elie, 78, 81, 82 
Decentralization, France, 339 
Delcasse, Theophile, 367 
Delhi, 488 ^ ^ 

Democracy, 113; Bismarck’s hatred of. 
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217; Bohemian movement, 389; Eng- 
land, 427, 436, 438, 460; France, 113, 
346;'% Italy, 373; Prussia an obstjiole, 
324, 326, 328; Prussian repression in 
1851, 209; Socialism and, 928; Sweden, 
550; Switzej-land, 541 
Denmark, 3; government, 544; loss of 
Norway, 8, 9, 514; possessions, 546; 
Prussian war with, 220; Schleswig- 
Holstein question, 545 
Derby, Lord, 415, 437 
Dernburg, Bernard, 313, 802 
Deschanel, Paul, 952 
Despotism, 736 
Deutsches Reich, 781 

De Valera, Phimonn, 985, 986; repiulia- 
Lion of Irish PVee State agreement, 990 
Devil’s Island, 354 
Diaz, General Armando, 721, 1039 
Dillon, John, 985 
Dinant, 1010 

Diplomacy, 735; League of Nations and, 
1041; old machinery, 1050; secret, 749 
Direct action, 965 

Disarmament, crux of the problem, 1071; 

League of Nations and, 745 
Disraeli, Benjamin, 436; attack on Land 
Act of 1870, 447; criticism of Cilad- 
stonc’s reform measures, 455, 457; 
colonial and imperial ideals, 456, 458; 
historic significance, 456; ministry, 
456; Reform Bill of 1867, 438 
Dissenters, 400, 407 
Divine right of kings, 300, 320 
Divorce in France, 349 
Dobrudja, 570, 571, 862; Southern, 917 
Dodecannese, 648, 997, 1028 
Dollingcr, J. J. I. von, 285 
Dominion of Canada, 494 
Dominion of New Zealand, 499 
Douaumont, 685 
Double vote, la^ of, 83, 111 
Drarig nach Osten, 315 
Dresden, 5, 6 

Dreyfus case, 354;' second trial, 357; 

vindication of Dreyfus, 357 
Dual Alliance, 661 

Dual Monarchy, 765. See also Austria- 
Hungary 

Dublin, Easter rebellion in 1916, 984; 
Mansion House, 986 

Duma, 632,''633; coup eVitat in 1917, 700; 
limitltion. 634; opening, 635; uecond.^ 
036; third, 037 


Dumba, C. T., 695 
Dumping, 309-310 
Dunwich, 398 

Durham, Ix>rd, 492; Canada report, 492 

Dutch colonies, 533, 537 

Dutch in South Africa, 500 

Dyarchy in India, 977 

Dye imlustry, 305 

East. See P’ar P)ast; Near East 
East Africa, Italy in, 374, 375 
East India Company, 487 
East Prussia, 752, 798, 835 
P'astern P>ont in the World War (map), 
677 

Eastern Question, 122, 642, 643; con- 
temporary form, 994; definition, 553, 
564; Disraeli and, 458; in 1853, 560; 
in 1875, 566-567; international aspect, 
660 

P:bert, Friedrich, 724, 771, 775, 785, 796 
Economic blockade, 949 
p]cononiie interpretation of history, 269, 
272 

PVonomk; penetration, 310 
P^conomic pressure, 748, 749, 1056 
Economic prosperity, 809 
Pklict of Phnancipation (Russia), 589, 590 
Education, Phigland, national system, 
448; PYance, 349; Italy, 372 
Education Act of 1870, 451 
Etlucation Act of 1902, 476 
P^dward VII, 476, 483 
P^gypt, 509; Britain’s anomalous posi- 
tion in, 516, 517; British force in, 516; 
British occupation, 512; British pro- 
tectorate, 971; British relations, 457; 
complex status, 971; English control, 
970; finances, 51J; PVench and 
Pmglish relations, 368; independence, 
974; nationalists, 971, 972; protec- 
torate, 519, 673; rebellion of 1919, 
973; sovereign state, 970, 974; Turks 
and, 515; World WYr and, 971 
Eidsvold, Constitution of, 547, 549 
Phsenachers, 280 
Eisner, Kurt, 771 
Electoral franchise. See Suffrage 
Electoral reform in Prussia, 325, 327 
PJlcctricity in Italy, 376 
Elgin, Lord, 493 
Emigration from Italy, 377 
Employers, liberty of, 421 
PiOipress of India, 458, 489 
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Ems despatch, 248 
Ena, Princess, of Battenberg, 528 
Engels, Frederick, 267 
England, 4; acquisition in 1815, 7; 
Asia and, 609; conditions after 1815 
to the Reform Bill of 1832, 394; 
conditions between two great reforms 
(1832-1867), 419; conditions from 
1886 to 1914, 464; cotton manu- 
facture, 62; Education, 476; Educa- 
tion, national system, 448; European 
relations at the crisis of 1914, 661; 
foreign trade, 967; free trade, 288; 
French treaty in 1904 as to Egypt, 368; 
Gladstone and Disraeli ministries, 
439; Industrial Revolution, 53; In- 
dustrial Revolution, reason for leader- 
ship in, 61-62; inventive genius, 55, 
63; Irish relations, 440; Italian unity 
and, 199; Napoleon III and, 201, 234; 
natural resources, 64; neutrality in the 
Franco-German War, 250; peace 
efforts in 1914, 662; post-war difficul- 
ties (1919-21), 965; proposal for con- 
ference on Austrian-Serbian relations 
in 1914, 660; right of intervention 
and, 47, 50, 51; sea power in World 
War, 674; shifts in population and 
political power, 65; Spanish-Ainerican 
colonies and, 51; universities nation- 
alized, 453; World War, entrance into, 
664; World War services, 686, 692- 
693, 963. See also British Empire; 
Great Britain 
Entente Cordiale, 368, 963 
Enver, Pasha, 672 
Eritrea, 374 
Error, history of, 274 
Erzberger, M. L., 803 
Esperey, Franchet d’, 720 
Essen, 308 

Established Church. See Anglican 
Church 

Esterhazy, Major, 355, 356, 358 
f^sthonia, 943, 944 
Ethnic theories, 319 
Eugenie, Empress, 285 
Eupen, 798, 1019 

Europe, 1; boundaries after the World 
War, 731; reconstruction in 1815, 1; 
turning point in 1866, 245; United 
States intervention, 865 
Europe, Central. See Central Europe 
European civilization, 486 


Eviction in Ireland, 445 
Extraordinary Commission, of Soviet 
Russia, 927 

Facta ministry, 1035, 1036 
Factory Act of 1833, 421, 432 
Factory Act of 1847, 432 * 

Factory , and Workshop Act of 1901, 433 
Factory and Workshop Consolidation 
Act of 1878, 433 
Factory touncils, Germany, 788 
Factory system, 58, 394; advantages 
and disadvantages, 59; in Austria, 
139; in France, 127; Socialism as 
outgrowth of, 257 
Faidherbe, L. L. C., 366 
Faisal, Emir, 998 
Falaha (ship), 696 
Falk Laws, Prussia, 286, 287 
Falkenhayn, General Erich von, 689 
Falkland Islands, 674 
Far East, 609; open door policy, 624; 

Washington Conference and, 1071 
Faroe Islands, 546 
Fascist movement, 1036 
Fascisti, 1031, 1034, 1037 
Fashoda incident, 368 
Faure, F61ix, 354, 356 
Favre, Jules, 252 
Fehrenbach, Konstantin, 777 
Fellahin, 971, 973 
Fenian movement, 443 
Ferdinand I, of Austria, 21, 139; abdi- 
cation in 1848, 159 

Ferdinand I, of Naples, 42; character 
and government, 44; mendacity, 48 
Ferdinand, of Roumania, 861 
Ferdinand II, of Naples, 150 
Ferdinand VII, of Spain, 36; abolition 
of Constitution of 1812, 38; character, 
37; rage against liberals, 520; restora- 
tion, 50, 83 

Ferdinand of Bulgaria, abdication, 721, 
919; character, 914 
Ferdinand of Saxe-Coburg, 575 
Ferry, Jules, 252, 312; education laws, 
349-350; obloquy, 351 i 

Feudalism in Japan, 615, 617^ 618 
Fichte, J. G., 34 
Field, Cju’us, 435 
Fieschi, Corsican assassin, 118 
Finland, 9, 607; indopenAence, 704; 
Russia’s attack on, 607; Russ^n con- 
cessions, 634 * 
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First International, 276 
Fiume, 877; free port, 890; independ- 
ence, 1026; Italian claim, 889 
Fiume, ‘Resolution of, 881 
Five Great Powers, 752, 753 
Flamingants, 1015 
Flanders, 711, #1017 
Flemish language, 1013 
FU)rence as capital of Italy, 370 * 

Florida, 51 

Foch, Ferdinand, 686, 711; J^eiman 
armistice delegation, 723; offensive of 
1918, 715, 716; reputation, 719 
Forbach, 252 

Forced labor in Egypt, 970, 973 
Foreign trade of Germany, 305 
Forcy, General, 238 
Formosa, 620 

Forster, W. E., 439; on education, 450 
Four Power Treaty, 1075 
Fourier, Charles, 264 
Fourteen Points, 737, 738; Italy’s 

reservation, 1025 

France during the Restoration (1S15- 
hSfSO), 71; army reorganization in 
1818, 78-79; civil riglits, 73; clerical 
reaction in 1826, 87; Constitutional 
Charter 1815-48, 72, 74; double 
vote, law of, 83, 111; electoral law of 
1817, 79; electoral law of 1820, 82; 
indemnification of nobles for <*onfis- 
cated property in 1825, 85; liberation 
in 1818, 78; Martignac ministry 

1828- 29, 89; nobility, 74, 75; parties 
in 1815, 75, 76; Polignac niiiiistry 

1829- 30, 90; press law of 1819, 80, 
83, 85, 88; primogeniture, 87; Res- 
toration ended, 96; Revolution of 
1830, 93; royalist reaction, 1820-30, 
82; sacrilege, law against, 86; liltra- 
royalists, 75, 77; Villide ministry, 83, 
88, 89. See also Charles X; Ixmis 
XVIII; LouiA* Philippe 

France under the Second Repiihlic and 
Second Empire (lSiS-tS70), 166; am- 
nesty for Republican Exiles, 235; 
constijution of 1870, 241; court life 
and society, 184; flag question, 168; 
Ixibor 'ftommission, 169; legislature 
and press muflRled, 182; Liberal pro- 
visions, 235, 239; Mexican expedition, 
236; National Constituent Assembly, 
166, J71; National Guard, 168, 171; 
National Workshops, 169; President # 


and Legislative Assembly, 166, 177; 
Protectionists and Napoleon III, 234, 
235; Provisional Government, its two 
elements and its achievements, 167; 
rise of Republicanism, 236, 241; 

Second Empire proclaimed, 180, 181; 
termination of the Second Empire in 
1870, 242; teimination of Second 
Republic, 180: Third Party, 241; 
transformation of the Second Empire, 
233, 241; two divisions, 181. See also 
Napoleon 111 

France under the Third Republic (1870) 
to the World War, 253, 254, 331; army 
reconstruction in 1872, 339; Chamber 
of Depul ies esUiblished, 344; Church 
and State, 359; colonial empire, 364, 
609; Commune, 332; constitution- 
making deferred, 342; Constitution 
of 1875, 343, 350; decentralization 
i<lea, 333: cducalion laws, 349; foreign 
policy. 350; form of government, 
question of, 337, 340; insurrection 
against tin? Government, 334; loc*al 
government reorganization, 339, 349; 
military system, 339; ministry, 345; 
National Assembly, 331, 341, 346; 
organic laws in 1875, 343; parliamen- 
tary system, 315; payment of the 
Germans after the Franco-German war, 
338; Presidency, 345, 348; Presidency 
and its relation to the Chamlx^r of 
Deputies, 347; protfictive tfiritf, 353; 
public works, 350; reconstruction 
under Thiers, 33(e. religious orders, 
359; Ri'pubUcan control complete, 
318; revenge on the communists, 336; 
Rivet law and the Presidency, 337; 
Russian alliance in 1891, 353, 354; 
Senate established, 344, 350; separa- 
tion of Church and SUite, 363; Sep- 
tonnate, 342. See also Franco-German 
War; World War 

France since the World War, 946; birth 
rate, 960; colonial empire, 959; de- 
struction wrought by the Germans. 
955; elections in 1919-20, 950-951; 
finances, 957, 958, 959; German 

reparations problem, 954. 957; Ger- 
many, desire of security against, 948; 
League of Nations, criticism of, 948; 
losses in the World War, 954; national 
oharaeler, 946; Parliament’s reception 
of the Treaty of Versailles, 948, 950; 
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reconstruction problem, 950, 957; 

Vatican relations, 901; Versailles, 
Treaty of, criticism of the people, 950; 
Washington Conference and, 1067; 
World War acquisitions, 959; World 
War and, 684 
Franchise. See Suffrage 
Franchise Law of 1850 (France), 178 
Francis I, of Austria, 15, 805; policy, 
19 

Francis II, of Naples, defeat, exile, and 
death, 205; Sicilian revolt in 1860 and, 
201 

Francis Ferdinand, assassination, 656 
Francis Joseph I, of Austria, 159; Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, 643, 644; Constitu- 
tion granted and revoked, 1849-51, 
379; Constitution of 1861, 380; death, 
393; liberal reforms, 380 
Franco-American treaty, 950 
Franco-Anglo-American Alliance, 761 
Franco-British relations. See Anglo- 
French relations 
Franco-British treaty, 950 
Franco-German war, 243; declaration 
by France, 249; diplomacy preceding, 
245; Ems despatch, 248; foreshadow- 
ings, 246; French defeats, 252; French 
isolation, 250; Fretieh military condi- 
tions, 250, 251; Government of Na- 
tional Defense, 253; losses in the war, 
337; Metz, capitulation, 254; Paris, 
siege of, 255; peace treaty, 255 
Frankfort, 228; incoriioration in Prussia, 
229; Prussian plan for reform of the 
German (Confederation, 225 
Frankfort, Parliament of, 156, 163, 164. 
Frankfort, Treaty of, 1871, 255, 331; 
advantage to Germany, 307; France’s 
indemnity, 338 

Frederick III, German Emperor, 283, 297 
Frederick VI, of Denmark, 544 
Frederick VII, of Denmark, 221, 545 
Frederick the Great, 301 ; wrongs righted 
in 1919, 752 

Frederick William III, 15, 29; adminis- 
tration, 134; death, 136 
Frederick William IV, 136; Constitu- 
tional interpretation, 209; Letter 
Patent in 1847, 137; refuses offer of 
imperial crown in 1849, 164 
Fredericq, Paul, 1016 
Free trade, 478; England, 428. See aliso 
Protective tariff 


Freedom, Germany’s lack of, 330; of 
employers, 421; Socialism as related 
to, 259 

Freedom of the press, England iti 1819, 
405; France, 80, 83, 85, 88, 91, 117, 
118, 183, 240, 349 

Freedom of speech, England in 1819, 
405; Napoleon III and, 240 
Freemeh in England, 422 
French, Sir John, 675 
French l^,oc, 359 
French Congo, 350, 368 
French flags, 759, 761 
French Revolution, effects, 71; influence 
in England, 402 

French Revolution of 1830, influence in 
England, 411 
French Soudan, 367 
Frie<ljung Trial, 883 
Friedrichsriih, 302 
Frontiers. See Boundaries 
Fundamental Law (Holland), 532 

Gaeta, 205 

Galicia, 676, 808; disposition, 840, 841 
Galicians, 386 

Gallipoli, 678, 679 (map), 915 
Gambetta, Leon, 240, 331, 336; famous 
phrases, 340-347, 347-348; Leadership 
in Republican propaganda, 343; opposi- 
tion to war in 1870, 249; Republic 
proc laimed, 252 
Gandhi, M. K., 979 
Gapon, George, 632 
Garbai, Alexander, 906 
Garibaldi, Giuseppi, 147; career, 201; 
Cavour and, 200; conquest of Sicily, 
and Naples, 203 
Gas, poison, 675, 711, 757 
Gasteni, Treaty of, 1865, 223, 224, 226 
General strike, Russia, 633 
General Workingmen’s Association of 
Germany, 279 t 

Geneva, 543; League of Nations, 744; 

League of Nations, Secretariat, 1042 
Geneva Commission, 455 
Genoa, 3, 42 

Genoa Conference of 1922, 939; Supreme 
Council and, 942; United States and, 
940 

George I, of Greece, 578, 1006 
George HI, 405 
George IV, 406, 410 
« George V, 483 
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German army, 769 
German bloc, 897 
German Chancellor, 783 
German colonies, 749; conquest in 1914 
and 1915, 683 

German Confc<leratiou, 23; Bismarck’s 
ostensible to reform, 224, 225; 

Diet and its jurisdiction, 23, 24; 
Prussia’s withdrawal, 226; revival in 
1851, 165; termination in 1866, 230 
German Crown Prince, 685, OSCK 77; 
German East Africa, 294, 684, 970, 981; 

insurrections, 313 
German Emperor, 282 
(forman Empire under William I, 282; 
(’atholic Church controversy, 281; 
Catholic party, 285; composition, 283; 
creation, 256; legislation, 284; policy 
of protection, 287 

German fleet, 692; sinking at Scapa 
Flow, 761; surrender to the Allies, 
729 

German imperialism, 801 
German National Party, 800, 801 
German navy, 757 
German People’s Party, 794, 801 
German Reich, 781, 787; Austria’s desire 
to join, 893, 896, 897 
German reparation, conferences, 954, 
958; problem in France, 954, 957 
German Southwest Africa, 294, 68 b 969, 
980, 981; Hcreros, 313 
Germanization, 310; policy, 323 
Germans, 19; influence in Austria, 385, 
387; superiority, 318 
Germans before the World War, 2; Aus- 
trian independence recognizeil, 754; 
Austrian relations in 1914, 659, 660; 
Bismarck and German unity, 208; 
blockade of coast in the World War, 
691; boundaries established by the 
Treaty of Versailles, 752; Brest- 
Litovsk and? 709, 710; censorship of 
the press in 1815, 33; Christian 
People’s party (Centrists), 802; cities, 
rapid growth, 304; colonial policy, 
312-j colonies, 293; constitution at the 
Congress of Vienna, 24, 28; Constitu- 
tional '^amendment, 328; Democratic 
party, 802; difficult problem of unity 
in 1815, 25, 26; economic and intellec- 
tual gro^vth in 1830-1848, 133; eco- 
nomic transformation in 1850-60, 211; 
emigration to the United States, 20t^ 


failure to attain unity in 1848, I6i; 
First National Assembly, 156; flag, 
781-782; foreign trade, 305; freedom 
lacking, 330; ignominy in Congress of 
Vienna, 8; immigration, 306; indus- 
trial and commercial expansion under 
William II, 363; in<iustrial enterprises 
in 1850-60, 211; ijitcllectual evolution, 
212; invasion of Belgium in 1914, 
670-671; invasion of Russia in 1915, 
676; Lib(‘rals in 1815, 30, 34; markets, 
question of, 309, 314; militarism pre- 
vented, 755; niiliiiiry unity, 231; 
ministerial responsibility under William 
11, 325, 327-328; naiional conceit, 
318; National parly, 801; National 
Union, society, 213; national virtues, 
308, 309; nationality, principle of, 
322; nationality lacking in 1815, 24, 
25. 28; naval expansion, 311; Near 
East and, 315; open door policy, 288; 
particularism, 778, 782; payment for 
the World War, 730, 733; People’s 
party (Populists), 801; political insti- 
tutions examined, 324; politu'al parties 
described, 801; population changes, 
306; prestige, 317; progress after 
1867, 231; psychology, 318-319; re- 
action after 1849, 208; reparations 
provided for in tlie Treaty of Versailles, 
758; republic proclaimed, 771; revolu- 
tion in 1818, 155; revolution in 1918, 
723; revolution in 1918, cause, 769, 
770; revolutionary movements and 
repressive ineasun^s in 1830-32, 107; 
science, respect for, 308; Seven Weeks’ 
War in 1866, 226; Shantung and, 622; 
Socialists, 803; subject nationalities, 
322; submarine policy, 695; ulti- 
matum to Belgium in 1914, 663; ulti- 
matum to Russia and declaration of 
war against her and France in 1914, 
661; under William II, 297; unhealthy 
condition of the nation under William 
II, 323-324; unification completed 
(1870), 255, 282, 787; United Slates, 
offenses against, 694; unity and liber- 
ty, 213; universities, value to industry, 
308; university control, 32, 108; uni- 
versity ferment in 1815, 30; varieties 
of states in 1815, 22; Versailles Treaty 
provisions as to, 751; violation of 
neutrality of Belgium, 604; World 
War, armistice, 723; Zollverein, 136 
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Germany since the Revolution, 769; agri- 
culture, 79^; Austria, Republic of, 
and, 896; changes, 791; Communists, 
773, 775; Constitution of Weimar, 
780; Counter-Revolution, 776, 777; 
Federal Republic, 782; finances, 799; 
foreign relations, 797, 798; framing of 
the Constitution, 779; governmental 
history, 772; industrial combinations, 
792; Majority Socialists and Indepen- 
dent Socialists, 773‘-774; National 
Assembly of 1919, 779; National Eco- 
nomic Council, 788-789; political edu- 
cation, 792; political parties, 772, 800; 
Presidency, 785; Reichstag and Reichs- 
rath, 783, 784; reparations question, 
797; Russian Alliance project, 797; 
Russian treaty (Rapallo), 798; sepa- 
ratist tendencies, 778; Socialists, 772; 
Soviet Russia and, 941; suffrage, 783, 
785; trade unions, 795 
Ghent, University of, 1015; controversy 
about, 1015; transformation, 1017, 
1020 

Gioberti, Vincenzo, 148 
Giolitti, Giovanni, 655; ministry in 1920, 
1032, 1034 

Gladstone, W. E., Boers and, 502; 
career, 439; denunciation of the Turks, 
569; Disraeli and, 436; education 
bill, 449; electoral enlargement, 437; 
as finance minister, 434; foreign policy, 
455, 459; fourth ministry, 472; Home 
Rule Bills for Ireland, 466, 472; Irish 
question and, 440; leadership, 440; 
ministry , 439 , resignation, 474; second 
ministry, 453; third ministry, 466 
Gneisenau, Marshal, 34 
Goeben (ship), 672 
Gold discoveries, 211 
Gompers, Samuel, 750 
Gordon, C. G., 519 
Goremykin, I. L., 635, 636 
GOrgei, General, 161 
Gorizia, 688, 705, 706, 885, 889 
Gorky, Maxim, 710 
Gortchakoff, A. M., 295 
Goschen, G. J., 439 
Gotha, 280 

Gouraud, General Henri, 717, 729 
Gramont, Duke of, 247 
Granville, Lord, 517 
Gravelotte, 252 

Great Britain, China and, 612; empire. 


962; Japanese treaty in 1902, 624; 
mandates, 969, 970; trade within, 966. 
See also British Empire; England 
Great Coalition, 1, 46 ^ 

Great Powers, 4 
Great Trek, 501, 502 
Great Western, 57 
Grccia Irredenta, 579 
Greece, 577 ; attempt to execute the 
Treaty of Sevres, 1001, 1004; Balkan 
Wars, ^49; creation of the kingdom, 
560; German influence in, 577; inter- 
vention of England, France, and Russia 
in war of independence, 558; results 
of defeat by Turkey, 1006; Roumania 
and, 873; Turkish victory over, at 
Smyrna in 1922, 1005; war of inde- 
pendence, 554 
Greek language, 555 
Greeley, Horace, 268 
“Green” Internationalism, 922 
“Green” Socialism, 922 
Greenland, 546 
Gr^goire, Henri, 81 

Grevy, Jules, 174; election ns president, 
348; resignation, 352 
Grey, Earl Charles (1764-1845), 412 
Griffith, Arthur, 985, 986, 990, 992 
Guadaloupe, 364 
Guam, 294 
Guiana, 364 
Guinea, 366 

Guizot, F. P. G., 113; character, 123; 
government majorities and political 
manipulation, 124; ministry, 123; 
resignation, 130; rivalry with Thiers, 
121 

Gnifiight (ship), 696 
Gustavus IV, of Sweden, 9 
Gustavus V, of Sweden, 550 

Haakon VII, 550 
Haase, Hugo, 773 

Habeas Corpus Act, Suspension in 1817, 
405; Suspension in Ireland, 443 
Hague, The, 1048, 1049 
Hague Conferences, 639, 641, 73^, 745, 
1047 

Haig, General Douglas, 675, 686; special 
orders in 1918, 712-713 
Hainisch, Michel, 901 
Hallam, Arthur, 439 
Hamburg, 306 
C^amilton; Sir Ian, 679 
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Hanover, 22; England's relation to, 424; 
incorporation in Prussia, 229; patri- 
otic society in 1859, 213 
HapsKurg. House of, 6, 139, 160, 723, 
765; downfall, 808; Jugo-Slav repudi- 
ation, 887; motto, 805; restoration 
question, 824, 825, 910 
Harbin, 622, 623 
Harcourt, Sir W. V., 475 
Harding, W. G., 1050 
Hargreaves, James, 55, 63 
Hatzfeldt, Countess, 277 
Haussmann, Baron, 185 
Hawthorne, Nathaniel, 265 
Healy, T. M., 994 
Hecker, Father, 265 

Hedjaz, 739, 759, 997; independence, 
1000 

Hcdley, William, 57 
HcfFte, Herr, 326 
Heidelberg, 156 
Heine, Heinrich, 267, 277 
Hellferich, K. T., 800 
Heligoland, 674, 757; acquisition by 
Germany, 312 

Helmholtz, H. L. F. von, 212 
Henry, Colonel, 355, 356 
Henry V. of P'rance, 341, 342 
Hereros, 313 
Ilcrght, Oskar, 800 
Hertling, G. F., 303 

Herzegovina, 393, 643, 644, 877; Austrian 
occupation, 571; insurrec'tion in 1875, 
567 

Ilertzog, J. B. M., 982 
Hesse-Cassel, incorporation in Prussia, 
229 

Herre-Darmstadt, Constitution, 29 

Hetairia Philike, 555 

Hindenburg, P. L. von, 671, 676, 686; 

National party and, 801 
Hindenburg Line, 704, 716; Second 
Battle of, 7ir 

Historians, German, character, 212, 213 
History, Economic inteipretation, 269, 
272; factors in, 273 
Hofer, Andreas, 895 
Hohenlohe, C. K. V., 303, 321 ^ 

Hohenzodern, Prince Leopold of, 247, 
524-525 

Holland, 2; Belgium and, in 1815, 99. 

See a/so,^etherlands 
Holsteyi, 220; assigned to Austria, 223; 
incorporation in Prussia, 229 


Holy Alliance, 11, 12, 31; England and, 
406; triumphs in Naples, Piedmont 
and Spain, 50 

Holy Roman Empire, 23, 27 
Home Rule, Ireland, 464; formation of 
party, 464; Gladstone and, 466; Irish 
Government Bill an<l Land Bill of 1886, 
467, 470; opposition to, 468, 473; 
sm>nd Home Rule Bill, 472; third 
Home Rule Bill, 484 
Home Rule I^cague, 464 
Home Rule movement, 460 
Homs, 720 
Hong Kong, 612-613 
Hoover, H. C., 899, 1018 
Ilorlhy, Admiral, 908; government, 913; 

regency, 910 
House, 12. M., 739 

House of Commons. See (lloinmons, 
House of 

House of Lords. See D)rds, House of 
Hudson's Bay Company, 490, 495 
Hughe.s, C. E., on the Genoa Conference 
and trade with Russia, 940; Wash- 
ington C'onference proposal to limit 
naval armament, 1064-1066 
Hugo, Victor, 235 

Humbert I, of Ibily, 372; assassination, 
375 

Humboldt, William von, 277, 278 
Hundred Days, 10 

Hungarians, hatred of Roumanians, 909 
Hungary before the World War, 18; 
assertion of historic rights and per- 
sonality, 382; Au.sglei(*h of 1867, 383; 
Austrian, altitude toward, 381; char- 
acter of ruling classes, 903; Commun- 
ist revolution in 1919, 866; conditions 
in 1815, 20; (k>r7stilution restored, 
385; Czecho-Slovalvia and, 825; dec- 
laration of independence in April, 1849, 
160; federalization proposal, 905; 
historic rights and personality, 382; 
ind(;ijendence, 722; Independence 
Party, 392; language question, 392- 
393; Magyar dominance, 381, 385; 
Magyarization in, 391; Magyars, 390; 
national and racial growth, 140; 
nationality, principle of, 385; parties 
and races, 381; practical in<lcpendence 
of Austria in 1848, 153; punishment 
by Austria in 1849, 161, 379; race 
question, 391, 392; radicalism, 143; 
revolution of October, 1918, 905; 



1184 


INDEX 


rivalries, 158;' Roumanian occupation, 
908; Slavic peoples, 391; Trianon, 
Treaty of, 766, 912; war with Austria 
in 1849, 160 

Hungary since the World War, 903; 
Communists, 906; elections of 1920, 
910; Jews, 907, 913; People’s Repub- 
lic, 905; Republic ended, 910; White 
Terror, 910, 913 
Huskisson, William, 406, 428 
Huss, John, 818, 827, 831 
Hussein Ali, 099 
Hussein Kamil, 971 
Hymans, Paul, 1020 

Ilchester, 414 

Illiteracy, Italy, 373; Portugal, 531; 
Roumania, 871; Ruthenians, 828; 
Spain, 528 

Illyrian Kingdom, 878 
Imperial federation, 507 
Imperialism, 666; England, 475; Eng- 
land under Disraeli, 456; France under 
Ferry, 350; Germany, 801 
Income tax in England, 1909, 481 
Indemnity, Act of, England, 400, 408 
Independent Social Democratic party in 
Germany, 773 

India, 63; acquisition by Britain, 487; 
British declaration of policy in, 977; 
control by Britain, 489; declared an 
empire, 489; dual form of govern- 
ment (diarchy), 977; Empress of 
India, 458; ferment, 975; Government 
of India Act of 1919, 977, 979; inter- 
national basis, 978-979; Mohammedan 
clement, 976; Nationalistic move- 
ment, 975; radicals, 979; road to, 457; 
self-government question, 489; self- 
government, training in, 977, 978; 
Sepoy Mutiny, 488; value to Britain, 
976; World War and, 976 
Indigo, 308 

Industrial Evolution, 61 
Industrial Revolution, 53; consequences, 
58; nature and progress, 59; Social- 
ism and, 257; term, 60-61; various 
countries, 61 
Industrial state, 263 
Industrial unit, 264 

Industry, England from 1846 to 1860, 
435; German combinations, 792; 
Socnalization, 788 
Infallibility, papal, 285 


InBation in Germany since the Revolu- 
tion, 799 

Inglis, Sir Robert, 413, 415 
Inheritance in France, under Charles X, 
87 

Initiative in Switzerland, 541 
Inkermann, 562 • 

Inquisition, Papal States, 44; Spain, 38 
Insurance, postal, 435; workmen’s, in 
Germany, 292 

Inter-Allied Commissions of Control, 757 
International African Association, 512 
International Association of the Congo, 
513 

International Association of Working 
Men, 275 

International Justice, Court of. See 
Permanent (’ourt, etc. 

International Labor Bureau, 750, 751 
International Labor Conference, 750, 
751 

International Labor Organization, 750 
International law, 733 
International organization, 735 
International tribunal, 1049 
International union of peasants, 922 
International workers, 272 
Interpellation, 239 

Intervention, Mettcrnich’s doctrine, 47; 
recognition of principle by Russia, 
Prussia and Austria, 47 
Inventions, 53, 55, 63; value to England, 
394 

Ionian Islands, 578 
Irak, Kingdom of, 998 
Ireland, 408; Anglican Church in, 441, 
443; Articles of Agreement of Dec. 6, 
1921, 988; Catholic claims and eman- 
cipation, 409; Council of Ireland, 986; 
education system, 454; election result 
. in Dec. 1918, 964; eviction, 445; 
famine of 1845, 430, 442; German 
agents in, 984; Gladi tone’s interest 
in, 440; Government of Ireland Act 
of 1920, 986; history in the nineteenth 
century, 440; Home Rule Bills, 466, 
472; independence, demand for, 984, 
985; insurrections, 441; Irish Repub- 
lic proclamation in 1916, OSli; lands, 
441, 445; Northern and Southern 
contest, 987; peasants’ misery, 446; 
population decrease, 443; inform acts 
in 1868, 438; reform bills^ 418; 
religious intolerance, 441; # rents, 459; 
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third Hoine Rule Bill, 484; tithe war, 
444; two parliaments, 986; World 
War and, 983 

Irish Church, 443; Gladstone and, 444 
Irish Free State, 988; Constitution, 992; 
controversy between Irishmen, 990; 
Northern Ireland and, 989; religious 
belief, 989, 992; Southern Ireland 
and, 989 • 

Irish Freedom, 983, 984 
Irish Government Bill of 1886, ^67 
Irish Land Act of 1881, 459 
Irish Local Government Act of 1898, 476 
Irisli Parliament, 484 
Irish Republic, 984; Lloyd George on, 
987 

Irish University Bill, 454 

Iron, England, 64; Germany, 304-305; 

Upper Siberia, 839 
Isabella II, of Spain, 247, 521 
Ismail, Khedive, 515 
Isolation, national, 1059 
Isonzo River, 688, 705 
Istria, 378, 683, 876, 885, 889, 1026 
Italia Irredenta, 378, 683 
Italian War of 1859, 186 
Italy before the World War, 2; adminis- 
trative districts, 370; Austrian and 
French intervention in 1831 and 1832, 
106; Bismarck’s treaty in 1866, 224; 
C’hurch and State, 371; colonics, 
acquisition of, 374; comlitions after 
1831, 144; Congress of Paris, 1856, 
and, 192; Congress of Vienna and, 41; 
Constitution adopted in 1861, 370; 
creation of the Kingdom of, 188; 
disposition in 1815, 7, 8; e<liication 
of the people, 372; electoral reform, 
373; emigration, 377; expansion, 377; 
foreign policy, 374; French treaty as 
to Tripoli and Morocco, 367-368; fusion 
of peoples of, 369; liind ranees to uni- 
fication in 1359, 198; illiteracy, 373; 
industrial growth, 376; Jugo-Slavia 
and, 889; Kingdom of, 41; Kingdom 
established, 369; Kingdom proclaimed 
in 1861, 205; Mazzini, 145; Napo- 
leon^ activity, 40; National Society, 
193; pArliamentary system, 370; reac- 
tion after 1848-49, 188; reconquered 
by Austria in 1849, 161; revolutions 
in 1831 ^:jnd 1832, 105; riots in 1889, 
374; riots in 1898, 375; Risorgimento, 
149;* ter. lUilian states, 42; Triply 


Alliance, 374, 378; unity a practicable 
ideal, 147; unity complete in 1870, 
255; World War and, 665, 687, 1021; 
World War, entrance on the side of 
the Allies, 682, 1022; W’orld War, 
invasion by Austria, 705, 706 (map); 
W'orld W'ar services, losses, victories, 
and results, 721, 1022; Young lUdy, 
146 

Italy since the World War, 1021; colonial 
gains, 1028; Communism, 1033, 1035; 
cost of living, 1030; Fascist!, 1031; 
frontiers, problem of, 1024; Jugo- 
slavia ami, 1024; Mussolini, 1037; 
new boundaries, 1026; Parliament and 
Mussolini, 1040; parliamentiiry elec- 
tioiLs in 1919, 1032; parties, 1032; 
Secret Treaties and, 1023, 1024; sense 
of grievance at results of the peace, 
1029; S(H‘ialists, 1031, 1032; strikes 
ami violence, 1030, 1031, 1033, 1035; 
territorial gains, 1026, 1028-1029; 

workingmen and the factories, 1033 
Ito, Ilirobumi, 619 
Ivory (k)ast, 366 

Jahn, F. L., 34, 136 
Jameson Raid, 504-505 
Janina, 650 

Japan, 614; Anglo- Japanese treaty in 
1902, 624; (’hino- Japanese War, 620; 
civilization, 614; description, 614; 
education, 619; European institu- 
tions, 618; Europeans in, 616; expan- 
sion in 1895-1905, 626; intervention 
of European powers after 1895, 621; 
isolation, 615, 616; naval competi- 
tion, 1064; political and economic 
expansions in n'cent times, 1072; 
positions in the Orient, 1080; Russo- 
Japanese W^ar of 1904-1905, 625; 
seclusion broken, 617; transformation, 
618; Washington C’onference ami, 
1072; World War, entrance into, 673 
Jassy, 862 
Java, 533 

Jella<*hich, Joseph, 158 
Jellicoe, Admiral, J. R., 692 
Jena, University of, 30 
Jerusalem, entered by General Allenby, 
708 

Jesuits, expulsion from France, 350; 
expulsion from Germany, 286, 287 ; 
in Franco, 87, 88; Franco-CJerraan 
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War ami, 285; Germany and, 284; 
suppressed in Spain, 524; in Switzer- 
land, 539 

Jewish State, 1000 

Jews, Dreyfus case and, 355, 358; 
England, 408; House of Commons 
and, 434; Hungarian Soviet, 007; 
Hungary, 913; National Home, 998; 
Poland, 856; Russia, 602 
Joffre, J. J. C., 668 
Johannesburg, 504 
John VI, of Portugal, 529, 530 
Jonescu, Take, 873, and Preface 
Juarez, B. P., 237, 238 
Jugo>Slav Connnittee, 885 
Jugo-Slav legions in the World War, 885 
. Jugo-Slavia, 732; area and population, 
891; boundaries, 888, 890; constituent 
parts included, 891; Constitution, 890; 
foreign policy, 891-892; Italy and, 889, 
1024; Italy’s entrance into the World 
War and, 885; language, 891; linguis- 
tic differeiic(\s, 877; Manifesto of 
Corfu, 887; national aspirations, 878, 
879; nationalistic spirit, 875, 878; 
official title, 875, 887, 890; proclama- 
tion of kingdom, 888; racial composi- 
tion, 875; religious diflerences, 877; 
resources, 892; unification the work 
of years, 878; unity, question of, 891 
Jugo-Slavs, Austrian repression, 884; 
desertions in the World War to the 
Entente, 886; independence, 807 
July 14th, 349 

July Monarchy, 111. See also Louis 
Philippe 

July Revolution, 1830, 94 

June Days, Paris, 1848, 171, 172, 177 

Junkers, 210 

Jutland naval battle, 691, 1065 

Kagoshima, 617 
Kaiser, 300 

Kaiser Wilhelm’s Land, 970 
Kaledin, General, 704 
Kamerun. See Cameroons 
Kapp-Liittwitz coup iVHat^ 776, 796 
Karageorge, House of, 554, 882, 887 
Karolyi, Michael, 905 
Kautsky, Karl, 773, 790, 928 
Kemal Pasha, 996, 1029 
Kemalist Government. See Angora 
Kernel, Mount, 713 
Kerak, 999 


Kerensky, A. F., 701; as minister of 
war, 702; driven from power, 703, 709 
Khartoum, 517; Gordon and, 518 
Khedive, Britain as adviser to, 517; 

Suez canal shares, 457; title, 515 
Kiauchau, 313, 622, 1073, 1079; Jap- 
anese ultimatum to GeS’inany as to, 
673 

Kid, 225, 602; mutiny in 1918, 723-724, 
771 

Kiel, Treaty of, 544, 549 

Kiel ("anal, 757; completion, 312; 

German fleet in, 674 
Kiev, 850 
Kings, 300, 320 
Kioto, 615, 618 
Kirk Kilisse, 649, 652 
Kissingen, 228 

Kitchener, H. H., 506; in the Soudan, 
519 

Korriggriitz, 227, 228, 244, 245 
Korrigsberg, 835 
Koraes, Adamantios, 555 
Korea, 620; annexation by Japan, 626 
Kossuth, Francis, 392 
Kossuth, Louis, 143, 159, 904; President 
of Hungary, 160; resignation and 
flight, 161; revolutionary oratory, 152 
Kotzebue, A. F. F. von, 31 
Kramar, Karel, 740, 812, 822 
Kruger, Paul, 502 
Krupp, Alfred, 211 
Krupp works, 308 
Kulturkampf, 284 
Kunianovo, 649 

Kun, Bela, 866, 908, 910; career, 906 
Kuropatkin, General A. N., 625 
Kut-el-Amara, 707 

Labor, 276; compulsory, Bulgaria, 923; 
England, protection of, 433; England 
after the World War, 965; Germany 
under the new Coastitution, 787; 
International Organization, 750; 
women and children, England, 432 
Labor and capital, 68, 69; factory 
system and, 257 
Labor code, 433 

Labor Commission (France), lli9 
Labor party (England), 480; 1089 
Ladrone Islands, 294 
Lafayette, Marquis de, 95, 11^1 
Laffitte, Jacques, 113 
^^harpe. Colonel, 582 
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Laibach, Congress of, 48 
Lamarque, General, 116 
Lamartiqe, A. M. L. de, 126; candidacy 
for President of tlio Second Republic, 
176; leadership, 180; on republican 
government, 167; on the red flag, 169 
Lancashire, 64, f)5 

Land, 461; Bulgaria, 923; Checho- 
slovakian reforms, 828; disposition 
of war spoils by mandates, 749; Eng- 
land — landlords, farmers, laborers, 
461; Polan<l, 854; Russia, 589 
Land Act of 1870, Ireland, 447, 448, 459 
Land Act of 1881, Ireland, 465 
Land Act of 1886, Ireland, 467, 470 
Land Act of 1891, Ireland, 471 
Land Act of 1903, Ireland, 471 
Land Purchase Bill of 1896 (Ireland), 476 
LandesgemeindeTiy 541 
Landsturm, 214 
Landwehr, 214 
Langensalza, 227 

Languages in Belgium, differences, 1015 
Lansing, Robert, 739 
Laon, 719 

Lassalle, Ferdinand, 277; career, 278* 
social production theory, 278 
Latvia, 943, 944 
Lauenburg, 222, 223 
Lausanne Conference of 1922-23, 1007 
Lausanne, Second Confenmee of, 1008 
Lausanne, Treaty of, in 1912, 648 
Law, lionar, 1089 

Ix^ague of Nations, 742; achievements, 
1044, 1049, 1057; arbitration and 
investigation of disputes, 748; Article 
10, 746, 1055; Article 16, 748, 949; 
Article 26, 1054; Assembly, 743, 1042, 
1043; Assembly — actual rOle, 1052; 
Belgium and, 1020; center of author- 
ity, 1050; chief bodies — Assembly 
and Council, 743; Constitution, 1042; 
Council, 743, ** 1042; Council and 
Assembly — relative power, 1051; 
Council — enlargement, 1056; Cove- 
nant, 1042; Covenant — amendments 
to, 10S3; Covenant, criticism of, 
1053; decisions, 744; diplomacy and, 
1043; disarmament problem,^ 745; 
economic pressure, 748, 749; French 
attitude toward, 948; humanitarian 
work. 1043; international disputes, 
treatm^t, 747; international military 
force and, *949; membership, 743; 


operation, 1042; prevention of war, 
746; prevention of war — how far 
successful, 1058; scat, 543; seat and 
secretariat, 744; Secretariat, 1042, 
1043; slates inchuled and excluded, 
743; territorial integrity, 746; United 
States’ refusal to join, 764, 1043, 
1060; war threats and, 747 
Lt^agiie to r.nforce Peace, 736 
DMlrii-Rollin, A. A., 176 
D-eds, 399 

Legion of Honor Scandal, 352 
Legitimacy, doctrine of, 4 
Ix'gitimists, 115, 340 
Leipsie, 5, 6 
Lciitha River, 384 

Lenin, Nikolai, 703, 927; compromise 
with capital in 1921, 936; on liberty, 
942 

Ticnz, Max, 229 

IxH) XIII, 287; accession, 372; France 
and, 353 

Lc*opold I, of Belgium, 101; reign and 
influence, 534 

Leopold TI, of Belgium, 512; Congo 
Free State, 512, 513, 514; political 
questions in his reign, 534 
Leopold, PriiKie of I lohenzollern, 248, 
524-525 

Leffe-rnajeatS, 324 
Tx\sseps, Ferdinand de, 515 
Li Yuan-Lung, 628 
Liao-tung peninsula, 620, 621 
Liao-yang, 625 
Lib(?ral-Unioiiists, 469, 475 
Liberals, England, 438, 475, 480; Ger- 
many ill 1815 and after, 30, 34; 
Gladstone’s leadership, 440 
Liberty. See Freedom 
Libya, 1028 

Liebkneeht, Karl. 771, 773, 774 
Liebknecht, William, 279, 289 
Liechtenstein, 535 

Li^ge, fortress of, 668; siege of, 668 
Life, 272 

Liggett, General Hunter, 717 
Lille, 719 
Lisbon, 529, 530 
Lissa, 228 

Lithuania, 602, 943, 944; boundary with 
Poland, 842 

Little Entente, 824, 825, 873, 911 
Little Russians, 826, 841 
Liverjiool, 56 
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Livingstone, David, 511 
Lloyd George, David, 478; budget of 
1909, 481; comments on the treaty of 
Versailles, 760; Genoa Conference of 
1922, 939, 941; international con- 
ferences since the World War, 908; 
ministry after the war, 964; on the 
Irish Republic, 987; overthrow of, 1089 
Local government, England, 396, 421; 

France, 339. 349 
Locomotive, 57 
Lodge, H. C., 764 
Lodz, 843 

Lombardy, 3; Austria defeated in, 1859, 
196; Austrian rule, 161; Piedmont 
and, 198; recovery by Austria, 157 
Loin hardy- Venctia, 42, 43; revolution 
in 1848, 154 

London, Treaty of, in 1827, 558-559 
London, Treaty of, in 1861, 237 
London, Treaty of, in 1913, 650 
London, Treaty of, in 1915, 885, 889; 

Italy and, 1022, 1023 
London Convention, of 1884, 503, 504 
London Telegraph, 328 
Lonsdale, I^ord, 399 

Ixirds, House of, 396; Gladstone’s 
attack on, 474; Liberal party and, 
480; question of reform of, 482; 
rejection of the budget, 480; Reform 
Bill and, 416, 417, 418 
Lords’ Veto, 482. See also Parliament 
Act 

Lorraine, 252; cession to Germany, 255; 
iron ore, 307 

Loubet, Emile, 356; visit to Rome, 362 
Louis I, of Portugal, 530 
Louis XVIII, 2; character, 74; Consti- 
tutional Charter, 72; death, 84; diflS- 
culties, 75; reign, 71; restoration, 2, 
10; Ultra-royalists and, 75, 77 
Louis Napoleon Bonaparte, 119; career, 
175; Coastituent Assembly and, 175; 
coup d’etat of 1851, 179; demand for 
Constitutional revision, 178; election 
as President of the Second Republic, 
176; proclaimed Emperor of the 
French as Napoleon III, 180. See 
also Napoleon III 

Louis Philippe, 72, 94; accession to 
throne, 95, 96, 110; attempts on his 
life, 117-118; career, 109; character, 
110; Constitution, revised, 110: dura- 
bility of regime, 113; franchise. 111;* 


government prosecution of republican 
journals, 117; laws of September, 
1835, 118; liberalism, 109; Napoleonic 
legend, 119, 120; overthrow and exile, 
131, 152; parliamentary history in 
1830-40, 121; “ reform banquets ” in 
1817, 129; reign, 100; Republican 
insurrections in 1832-34, 116; ruler 
in fact as well as theory, 122; title 
to throne, 110, 111 

Louvain, 1009, 1014; library of, 759 uni- 
versity and library, destruction of, 1010 
Lowe, Robert, 438, 439 
Lucca, 42 
Lucknow, 488 

Ludendorff, General Erich von, 1070; 

attack in World War in 1918, 713 
Lule Burgas, 649, 652 
Lusitania (ship), 684, 696, 697 
Luther, Martin, 284 
Lutsk, 688 

Luxemburg, 663; economic union with 
Belgium, 959; neutrality, 536 
Luxemburg, Rosa, 773, 774 
Lvov, Prince, G. E., 701, 842 
Lyons, 117, 127 

Maassen, K. G., 135 
Macaulay, T. B., 65, 69; on the Reform 
Bill, 415 

Macdonald, J. R., 1089 
MacDonald, William, 955, 956 
Macedonia, 571; question of, 572, 579; 
Serb and Bulgarian influences, 651; 
Turkish treatment, 646 
Machines, 55, 68 

Mackensen, General A. L. F. A., 676, 678 
MacMahon, Marshal, 252; chosen presi- 
dent of the French Republic, 341, 
342; contest with Chamber of Depu- 
ties, 347; ministry, 346, 347; Repub- 
licans and, 347, 348; resignation, 348 
Madagascar, 350 * 

Maeterlinck, Maurice, 671 
Magenta. 196 
Magyar language, 142, 390 
Magyarization, 391, 827, 904 « 

Magyars, 19, 140, 806; Constitution 
Austria, 1861-65, opposed,*381; Croats 
and, 879; Croats rise against 158; 
determined spirit, 379; Hungary and, 
390; Independence Par4y, 392; Rou- 
manians and, 867, 909 
Mahdi, 518 
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Mahratta confederacy, 487 
Majuba Hill, 502, 503 
Malm^dy^. 798. 1019 
Malta, s’* 

Manchester, 56, 399; Anti-Corn Law 
League, 429 

Manchester Mai^sacre, 405, 414 
Manchu dynasty, end, 627 
Manchuria, Russia in, 621, 623 •* 

Mandarins, 611 

Mandates and mandatories, 74}X 7u3; 

Washington Conference and, 1076 
Manifesto of Corfu, 887 
Manin, Daniel, 155, 193 
Manitoba, 495 
Manuel II, of Portugal, 530 
Manufacturing, domestic and factory 
systems, 58; Germany, 289; special- 
ization, 66 

March Days, 152-156 
Marchand, J. IL, 368 
Marches, The, 204, 205 
Maria Christina, of Spain, 527 
Maria da Gloria (Maria II), of Portugal, 
530 

Marienwerder, 798, 835, 840 
Maritime Province, 614 
Mark, German, 799 
Marne, Battle of the, 609 
Marne, Second Battle of the, 715 
Mars-la-Tours, 252 
Marseilles, rioting in 1815, 77 
Marshall Islands, 673 
Martiguac ministry, 89 
Martinque, 364 

Marx, Karl, 267; ancestry and educa- 
tion, 267; associates and friends, 267; 
Capital, 268; Communist Manifesto, 
268; internationalism, 276; studies 
and works, 268; teachings examined, 
269; theory, breakdown of, 273 
Masaryk, Alice, 822 

Masaryk, T. G., 811, 812; career, 818 
Massawa, 374 

Maude, General Sir F- S., 707 
Maurenbrecher, Wilhelm, 298 
Maximilioji, Archduke, 238, 239 
Maximilian of Baden, Prince, 303, 847 
May laws, l^iissia, 286, 287 
Mayence, occupation in 1918, 729 
Mazzini, Joseph, 145; founder of 
“Young l5aly,” 146; imprisonment, 
146; pa^iotism, 145; practical leader- 
ship, 147-148; Roman Republic and, 


161, 162; unity of Italy as his aim, 
147 

Mazuria, 840 
Mazurian Lakes, 671, 676 
Mecklenburg, 28 
Mehemet Ali, 122, 515, 552, 557 
Melikoff, Loris, 600 
M6liiie, F. J., 355, 356 
Memel, 753 842 
Menelek, 375 
Mercier, Cardinal, 1014 
Mesopotamia, 707, 970, 995-997; Brit- 
ish mandate fur, 998; fate in the 
World War (with map), 720 
Messines, 713 

Metal industry in Upper Silesia, 838, 839 
Mettcrnich, Prince, 3; Alexander I and, 
584; diplomacy, 14, 16, 50; downfall, 
153, 155; historical importance, 17; 
personality, 15, 16; system, 27. 30, 
35, 46, 108; system cliecked, 50, 52 
Metz. 252, 255, 728; capitulation in 
1870, 253 

Mexico, 237; Germany’s proposed alli- 
ance with, 699; joint intervention by 
European powers, 237; Napoleon III 
and intervention, 237; Spanish expedi- 
tion to, in 1861, 524 
IVlichaelis, Georg, 303 
Middle Classes in England, 425, 436; 
and of rule, 438 

Middle Europe, 690, 897; corridor, 707, 
721; corridor to the East (map), 690 
Middle Kingdom, 611 
Miguel, Dom, 530 
Mikado, 615, 618 

Milan, 154; insurrection against Austria, 
155 

Milan, King of Serbia, 5T7 
Milioukov, P. N., 607, 701, 702; on the 
Russian famine, 937-938 
Militarism, England, 474; Germany, 330; 

Germany restricted in future, 755 
Military education in Germany, 756 
Military expenditures, 638, 641 
Military service, England, 451; France, 
339 

Military system of Prussia as an influ- 
ence, 451 

Military tribunals, 758 
Mill, James, 259 

Mill, J. S., 259; woman suffrage, 438 
Millerand, Alexandre, 953 
■*Milaer, Sir Alfred, 505, 973 
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Mincio River, 155 

Ministerial responsibility, Canada, 492, 
493; Germany, 325, 327-328 
Minorities treaties, 858, 859, 865; Rou- 
mania and, 864 
Miquelon, 364 
Mir, 582, 589 

Mirski, Sviatopolk, 630, 632 
Mistich, General, 681 
Missolonglii, 557 

Modena, 42, 197, 198; Piedmont and, 
197, 198, 200 
Mohammed V, 645 

Mohammedans, 553, 995; in India, 976 
Moldavia, 552, 560, 561, 563, 564, 

565 

Mol6 ministry, 122 
Moltke, Ilelhnuth von, 226 
Mommsen, Theodor, 213, 330 
Monaco, 42 

Monarchists in France, 337; attempt at 
fusion in 1873, 341; in 1870-71, 331; 
three sorts, 310 

Monarchy, 71, 72, 74; July Monarchy, 
111 

Monastir, 619 
Monotony of labor, 66 
Monroe Doctrine, 51, 315, 749, 764 
Mons, 668 
Montagu, E. S., 977 
Montdidier, 711, 713 
Montenegro, 569, 649, 652, 654, 681; 
independence, 570, 571, 572; revo- 
lution of 1918, 888 
Montijo, Eugenie de, 184 
Moore, J. B., 1048 
Morley, Lord, 976 

Morocco, 367, 960; danger spot, 368; 
French interests, 368; incorporation 
in French colonial empire, 368 
Mukden, 625 
Muleahy, Richard, 992 
Muller, Hermann, 742, 796; ministry, 
777 

Munich, University of, 285 
Municipal Corporations Act, 423 
Municipal government in England, 421, 
423 

Munitions in Germany, 756 
Murad V, 567 
Murat, Joachim, 4, 41 
Murmansk, 885 

Mussolini, Benito, 1037; character and 
career, 1039; Parliament and, 1040 • 


MuUu (ship) 1067 
Mutsuhito, 618 

Namur, 668, 1010 
Nanking, Treaty of, in 1842, 612 
Naples, Kingdom of, 4, 41, 42; Garb 
baldi’s conquest of, 203; government 
of Ferdinand I, 44; plebiscite for an- 
nexation, 204; revolution of 1820, 45, 
48,^ 49; revolution of 1848, 150; 
Sicilian revolt in 1860, 201 
Napoleon I, 1; activity in Ital 3 % 40; 
adherents, 76; ideas according to 
Napoleon HI, 181; second funeral, 
Paris, 1840, 120 

Napoleon III, 180, 181; Bismarck and, 
224, 244; Bismarck and in 1866-67, 
245-246; Bordeaux speech, 186; Ca- 
vour and, 188; character, 243; con- 
spiracy with Cavour to fight Austria, 
194; Decree of November 24, 1860, 
235; doctrine of nationalities, 243; 
England’s alienation from, 201; enter- 
prises, 185; Italian war’s effect on, 
233; liberal concession, 237; marriage, 
181; Mexican expedition, 236, 243; 
Nicholas I, of Russia, and, 561; op- 
portunity lost in 1866 in Austro- 
Prussian war, 244; Piedmont and, 
193; programme of Empire, 181; 
repressive policy, 184; service to Italy, 
198; taken prisoner, 252; treaty of 
commerce with England, 234; Villa- 
franca and, 196 
Napoleonic legend, 119, 120 
Nassau, Duchy of, incorporation in 
Prussia, 229 
Natal, 501 

National boundaries. Rce Boundaries 
National Constituent Assembly (France), 
166; character, 171; dictatorship, 172; 
financial situation, 172; framing a 
Constitution, 173; Question of Presi- 
dency, 173 

National Economic Council, Germany, 
788-789, 790 

National Guard, France, 168,® 171; ab- 
olition, 339; suppression in 1871, 
333 ^ 

National Socialism, 277 
National Union, of Germany, 213 
National Workshops (France), 169 
Nationality, 282; Austria, R^ublic of, 
894; Austria-Hungary, •effect in, 385; 
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Austria-Hungary and the ruling classes, 
903; Belgium, awakening, 99; Ger- 
many, 322; Jugo-Slavs, 875. 878; 
principle of, 322; principle disregardcul 
at Congress of Vienna, 9; lioumania 
and, 868; spirit of, 753 
Naumann, Friedrich, 315, 329, 802 
Naval armaments and the Washington 
Conference of 1922, 1063, 1066 I 
Navarino, 559 * 

Navigation Laws, 406, 428 ^ 

Navy, American. 1063; British, 472, 
475; German, 299; German expan- 
sion, 311; Japan, 1064 
Near East, German ambitions in, 315 
Near Eastern Question, 1007 
Necessity and justice, 064 
Needle gun, 228 

Netherlands, 2; Belgian and Dutch fric- 
tion in 1815, 99; colonial possessions, 
533; Constitution in 1815 and friction 
over, 100; Constitution of 1848, 533; 
creation of the Kingdom of, 98-99; 
politics after 1830, 532 
Neuilly, Treaty of, in 1919, 766, 917 
Neuilly Wood, 713 
Neutral territories, 663 
Neutralized states, 536 
Neuve Chapelle, 675 
New Brunswick, 486, 490, 494 
New Caledonia, 336 
New Guinea, 294 
New Harmony, Ind., 262 
New Holland, 496 
New Lanark, 260 
New South Wales, 496 
New York Tribune, 268 
New Zealand, 495; government, 499; 

legislation; 499, 500 
Newcomen, Thomas, 53 
Newfoundland, 486, 490, 495 
Newspaper, France in 1819, 80, 83, 85, 
88, 91; pers<!bution in France in 
1830-34, 117, 118; suppression in 

Prussia, 210 
Ney, Marshal, 77 

Nice, ani^xation to France, 200, 201 
Nicholas I, of Russia, 104, 585; assists 
Austria jJ^ainst Hungary, 160; Greek 
war of independence, 558; Napoleon 
III and, 561 

Nicholas II, <^«)f Russia, 605; abdication, 
701; rVuma in 1906, 635; Hague Con- 
ferences, 699, 641; more liberal path. 


in 1904-05, 630; supreme power as 
Tsar, 636 

Nicholas, Grand Duke, 678 
Niger region, 366 
Nihilism, 598 

Nikolsburg, Peace of, 226, 229 
Nile. 509. 510, 519 
Nippon, 611 
Nitti, F. S.. 1031, 1033 
Nivelle, (General R. G., 686 
No aimexatioiis, no indemnities, 702, 
709, 710 

Nogi, Maresuki*, 625 
Normandy, Geriruu- witJulrawal from, 
338 

North German Confederation, 230; Con- 
stitution, 230; South German states, 
alliance with, 231, 232, 250 
Norway, 8; dissolution of Union with 
Sweden, 550; relations with Sweden, 
546 

Noske, Gustave, 775 
Nova S(‘oLia, 486, 490, 494 
Novara. 49, 162 
Noyon, 704, 711, 713 
Nuremberg, 661 
Nyassa, Lake, 511 

Obrenovileh, Miloseh, 554 

O’Connell, Daniel, 409, 442 

0’(A)iinor, Feargus, 426 

Oireachtas, 993 

Okhotsk, 609 

Oku, Yasukata, 625 

Old-Age Insurance, 292 

Old-Age Pensions, 478; Denmark, 546; 

New Zealand, 500 
Old (’athoUcs, 285. 

Old Saruin, 398, 413, 41 : 

Ollivier, O. E., 241. 248, 219 
Olmulz, 165, 218 
Orndurman, 519 
Open door, Germany, 288 
Open door policy in the Far East, 624, 
1067, 1072, 1076, 1078, 1079 
Opium traffic, 1046 
Opium War, 612 
Orange Free State, 501, 502 
Orange River Colony, 506, 507 
Orient, World War in, 707 
Orlando, V. E., 1031 
Orleanists, 340 

Orleans, Duke of. See Louis Philippe 
Orsini, Felice, 193 
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Oscar I, of Norway and Sweden, 548 
Oscar II, of Norway and Sweden, 548, 
550 

Osman Pasha, 569 
Ostend, 669, 719 
Ottawa, 494 

Otto, of Greece. 560, 577 
Otto, Prince, 912 

Ottoman Empire, 522. See also Turkey 
Ouchy. See Lausanne 
Oudh, 488 

Owen, Robert, 260, 421; career and 
ideas, 261; New Harmony, Ind., ex- 
periment, 262 

Pacific question and the Washington 
Conference, 1069, 1076 
Pact of 1815 (Switzerland), 538, 540 
Paderewski, Ignace, 848; career, 848; 

prime minister of Poland, 848 
Palacky, Frantisck, 140, 819 
Palestine, 970, 996, 998; Alicnby’s cam- 
paign in 1917-18, 719; Arabs and 
Jews in, 999, 1000; British mandate 
for, 999; Germany and, 315; Holy 
places, 560; World War and, 708 
Palmerston, Lord, 436 
Pan-German League, 315, 801 ; character 
and work, 319 

Pan-German movement, 313 
Pan-Germanism, 319, 322, 896, 898 
Pan-Germans, Belgium and Holland and, 
537 

Papacy, 107; annuity from Italy, 371; 
Italy and, relations after establishment 
of the Kingdom, 370; losses in Italian 
war, 233 

Papal Guarantees, Law of, 371 

Papal infallibility, 285 

Papal States, 42; defeat in 1860, 204; 

government, 44 
Papen, Franz von, 695 
Paris, 2; bombardment in World War, 
711; capital removed from in 1871, 
332; civil war in 1871, 335; commune, 
332; coup d’etat of 1851, 179; Exposi- 
tion of 1855, 185; Exposition of 1889, 
353; insurrection of 1832, 116; July 
Revolution of 1830, 94; June Days, 
1848, 171, 172; “Massacre of the 
boulevards,” 180; palace of Arch- 
bishop of, 364; Republicanism, 332; 
revolutionary character of the people 
in 1871, 333; siege in 1870-71, 253; 


transformation under Baron Hauss- 
mann, 185 

Paris Commune, 276 
Paris, Confercn(!C of, 1919, 7it7; (com- 
mittees, 740; criticisms regarding 
treatment of Austria, 808; delegates. 
739; general procedure, 741; sessions, 
740, 741; small .states and, 863, 864; 
unfatvorable conditions, 741 
Paris, ‘ Congre.ss of, 1856, 192, 563; 

Cavair and the Italian question, 192 
Paris, Court of, 341 
Paris, Treaty of, 1814, 2, 4 
Paris, Treaty of, 1815, 10 
Paris, Treaty of, 1856, 563 
Paris, Treaty of, 1898, 528 
Parish Councils Bill, 474 
Parliament, British, 396; Dissenters, 
Catholics, and Jews, 408; duration, 
484; Irish members, 441; Irish mem- 
bers, exclusion question, 467, 472, 473; 
Irish membership, 484; Irish obstruc- 
tionists, 465; Jews, and property 
qualification, 434; petitions in 1838- 
48, 425; reform agitation, 401, 403, 
405; Wellington’s eulogy, 411, women 
in, 966 

Parliament Act of 1911, 483, 485 
Parliamentary system, Austria in 1861, 
380; French Third Republic, 345; 
Germany, 783; Italy, 370; Poland, 
853; Spain, 527. See also Constitu- 
tional government 

Parma, 42; Piedmont and, 197, 198, 
200 

Parnell, C. S., 464 

Particularism in Germany in 1815, 26 
Pasic, Nikola, 873, 887, 889 
Passchendaele Ridge, 705 
Pas.sports, Russia, 586-587 
Patrimony of St. Peter, 206 
Peace, movement for, 638; William II 
and, 317 • 

Peace Conference. See Paris, Conference 
of, 1919 

Peace-making after the World War, 730; 
personal readjustments, 734; jiroblems, 
730; territorial problems, ^SO; world 
problems, 733 
Peasant proprietorship, 460 
Peasants, Bulgaria, 919; International 
Union, 922; Roumania,«870; Soviet 
Russia, 930, 932, 945 
Pedro I, of Brazil, 529 
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l>edro IV, of Portugal, 530 
Pedro V, of Portugal, 530 
Peel, Sir Robert, 407, 409; Gladstone 
and, 440; ministry, 429 
Peers, creation, 483 
Peking, Legation rescued, 623 
Penal Code in {Jngland, 406 
People’s Charter, 425 
Perier, C. P., 113; character and {minis- 
try, 114 J 

Permanent Court of Arbitration. 040 
Permanent Court of InternatioMl Jus- 
tice, 747, 1047, 1048 
Peronne, 686, 711 
Perry, Commodore M. C., 616 
Pescadores Islands, 620 
Petain, H. P., 685, 728 
Peter I, of Serbia, 577 
Peterloo, 405, 414 

Petrograd workers’ resolution in 1920, 
935 

Phalanstery, 264 
Philippines, 528 
Phoenix Park murders, 465 
Piave River, 706, 721 
Picquart, M. G., 355, 356, 358 
Piedmont, 40, 42; central Italian states 
and, 197, 198, 200; Congress of Paris, 
1856, and, 192; Crimean War, par- 
ticipation, 191; enlargement in 1860, 
200; government of Victor Emmanuel 
I, 43; leadership in Italy, 188, 190; 
Lombardy and, 198; moral victory 
after 1848-49, 188; prosperity under 
Cavour, 190; reforms in 1847, 150; 
revolution of 1821, 48-49 
Pilsen, 829 

Pilsudski, Joseph, 846; career and char- 
acter, 846 
Pinto, F. M., 616 
Piracy, 365 

Pireime, Henri, 1009, 1016 
Pius IX, 149; d(Mith, 372; Italian King- 
dom and, 371; protest against King 
of Italy, 206 
Pius X, 263 

Plehve, Venceslas von, 629; assassina- 
tion, 6^0 

Plevna, 56t, 570, 576 
Plombieres interview, 194 
Plunkett, Count G., 986 
Plural votinfj^ 463, 535 
Plutocracy in Prussia, 326 
Pobyedonost^ff, K. P., 601, 605. 634 
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Poincare, Raymond, 951; address at 
Peace (’onfercnce, 740 
Poland bejorc the World War, 6; Aus- 
trian, German, and Russian sections, 
844; division into nobles and peasants, 
595-596; insurrection of 1863, 594; 
restoration of Kingdom in 1815, 103; 
restoration recogm’zed as necessary 
during the World War, 833; revolu- 
tion of 1830, failure, 105; Russia and, 
in 1815, friction, 103; Russian rela- 
tions, 583, 588; World War experiences 
and outcome, 832-833 
Poland. Republic of, 752, 832; access to 
the sea, 835, 836, 851; /vllied mission 
to, in 1920, 851; area, population, 
and resources, 843; army, 847; Bol- 
sheviki and. 850; boundaries, 834, 
838, 840, 841-8‘12, 852; Constituent 
Assembly, 846, 849, 852; Constitu- 
tion, 852; Diet and Senate, 852; 
difficulties and dangers, 843; first 
President, 846, 848; independence pro- 
claimed, 842, 846; industrial recon- 
struction, 855; internal c‘omplications, 
844; Jewish question, 856; land prob- 
lem, 854; political parties, 853-854; 
potentialities, 843; Presidency, 852- 
853; reconstruction problems, 845; 
Russian boundary, 842; suffrage, 852; 
Supreme Economic Chamber, 853; 
three sections, 844; wars, 849 
Poles, 323; American, 848; character, 
843; three divisions, 844 
Police in Russia, 586 
Polignac ministry, 90 
Polish Legion, 848 
Polish National Committee, 848 
Polish Relief Associali<u), 848 
Political reform, 265 
Pomerania, 6 
Pondicherry, 364 
Populists, in Germany, 801 
Port Arthur, 620; relinquished by Japan, 
621; Russia’s lease, 622, 623; siege of, 
625 

Porto Rico, 528 

Portsmouth, Treaty of, in 1905, 626 
Portugal, 8; Congo claims, 513; from 
1815 to 1909, 529; Republic proclaimed 
in 1910, 530-531; revolution in 1820, 
46; World War participation, 691 
Portuguese explorers, 509 
Posen, 6, 835, 844, 857 
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Postal savings banks in England, 435 
Potatoes, 430, 442, 445 
Pragmatic Sanction, 521 
Prague, 157, 829, 830; capital of Czecho- 
slovakia, 812, 813 
Prague, peace of, 1866, 226 
Prague, University of, 388 
President of the French Republic, 337, 
342, 344 

Press. See Newspapers 
Pressburg, 830 
Pretoria, 507 

Pretoria Convention of 1881, 503 
Preuss, Hugo, 780, 802 
Prevention of war. League of Nations 
and, 746 

Pribram, A. F., 296 

Prices in Italy after the war, 1030 

Priri(i, Juan, 524 

Primogeniture in France under Charles 
X, 87 

Prince Edward Island, 486, 490, 495 
Pripet Marshes, 687 
Private property in France, 167, 172 
Proletariat, 270, 276 

Proportional representation, 543, 546, 
784, 993; Austria, Republic of, 901; 
Czecho-Slovakia, 816 
Protective tariff, Bismarck and, 287; 
Chamberlain’s reform policy, 478; 
England, 428; England, reform, 429, 
431, 434; France under Napoleon III, 
234, 235; Great Britain in 1919, 966; 
Prussia, 135 

Protestantism in Germany, 284 
Proudhon, P. J., 267, 268 
Provisional Government (France), 143, 
166; ach ie vements, 1 68 ; two elemen ts, 
167 

Prussia, 3; annexations after the Seven 
Weeks’ War, 229; army, 214; Austria 
and, 27, 33, 34, 163, 219; Congress of 
Vienna and, 5; constitution demanded, 
137; Constitution of 1850, 165; con- 
stitutional but not parliamentary, 
209; electoral system, 325; evolution 
in 1830-1848, 134; German unity in 
1850, effort for, 164; government, and 
manipulation of the suffrage, 325; 
leadership in Germany, 780, 782; 
Liberal persecution in 1851, 209; North 
Germany conquered in 1866, 227; 
population and the army, 215; power 
not liberalism, 220; preponderance of 


political power, 326; pride, aggressive- 
ness, and ambition, 318; South Ger- 
man states conquered in 1866, 228; 
strengthened by Napoleon IlFin 1864, 
243; tariff policy, 135; taxation, 135; 
turning point in year 1866, 245; 
United Landtag, 137; Wars with Den- 
mark, Austria, and France in 1864-70, 
220^5 withdrawal from German Con- 
fedev’ation, 226 
Prussii^ system, crash, 727 
Przemysl, 671, 676 
Public meeting in England, 404, 405 
Puebla, 238, 239 
Punjab, 488 

Pupils Councils in Hungary, 907 

Qua<lrilateraK 155, 197 
Quadruple Alliance, 12, 14 

Race hatred, 358; Ireland, 441; South 
Africa and the Indians, 982-983 
Radetzky, Marshal, 155; success in 
Italy, 157 

Radicals, England, 424, 425; France, 
351, 353 

Radoslavoff, Vassil, 680 
Railroads, 57 
Rand, the, 504 

Rapallo, Treaty of, in 1920, 798, 890, 
941, 1025 

Rathenau, Walter, 794, 802 
Rayahs, 553, 554 
Red Army, 927, 943 
Re<i flag, 168, 334 
Red Sea and Italy, 374 
Red Sliirts, cxpc(lition of, 203 
Red Terror, Hungary, 906; Soviet 
Russia, 927 

Redistribution Act of 1885 (England), 461 
Redmond, John, 985 
Referendum in Switzerland, 541 
Reform, 274 t 

Reform Bill of 1832; conditions leading 
up to, 394; debate on, 412; passage, 
417 

Reform Bill of 1867, 438 ^ 

Reform Bills of 1884-85, 459, 461 
Reformers, radical, 259; refolutionary, 
260 

Rcichsrat, 387, 784 

Reichstag, 230, 282, 77% character, 
329; political supremacy, 7^; repre- 
sentation in, 327 
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Religious instruction in England, 450 
Religious liberty, England, 400, 407; 

English universities, 453 
Religion^ orders in France, 350 
Rennes court-martial, 356, 358 
Reparation Commission, 758, 958 
Reparations, Gorinany, 758; 1083 
Representation in England before the 
Reform Bill, 400 

Representative government in Geilnaiiy, 
329 * 

Republic, term, 342, 344, 346 
Republicans in France, 116, 117, 174; 
amnesty under Napoleon III, 235; 
control of Chamber and of Senate 
under MacMahon, 347, 348; factions, 
351, 353; persecutions, 343 
Reunion, 364 

Revolution, Austria in 1848, 152; Bel- 
gium in 1830, 101; Central Europe 
between 1830 and 1848, 133; Euro- 
pean in 1830, 98; European in 1818, 
151, 152; France in 1830, 93; France 
in 1848, 132, 133; French, effects in 
France, 71; Germany in 1848, 155; 
Industrial, 53; Italian States in 1848, 
155; Italy in 1831 and 1832, 105; 
Naples in 1820, 45, 48, 49; Piedmont 
in 1821, 48-49; Poland in 1830, 101, 
102, lot; Portugal in 1820, 46; social, 
271; Spain in 1820, 39; Turkey in 
1908, 579, 580; world, 936. See (dso 
French Revolution 
Rheims, 707, 716 
Rhine, 5; fortifications, 757 
Rhine Province, 728, 729 
Rhine provinces, 244 
Rhine states, 778 
Rhodes, 648 
Rhodes, Cecil, 505 
Rhodesia, 505, 507 

Richelieu, A. E. duP., Duke de, 78, 79, 81 
Riego, Rafael, 39> 

Riga, captured by the Germans, 702 

Riga, Treaty of, of 1921, 842, 852 

Right to labor, 167, 169 

Ripley, Qeorge, 264 

Risorgimento, 149 

Rivet law, France, 337 

Roberts, Lord, 506 

Rodjestreensky, Admiral, 626 

Rohrbach, P<?-ul, 315 

Romagn^ and Piedmont, 197, 198, 200 

Roman Catholics. See Catholic Church 


Romanoffs, end, 701 

Rome, 40, 44, 107; annexed to Italy, 
369; as capital of Ibily, 256, 370; 
Cavour’s idea about, 206; conquest 
by France in 1849; 162; conquest in 
1870, 255; declared a rej)ublic, 161; 
Garibaldi’s threat against, 204; King- 
dom of Italy ami in 1861, 206 
Roon, Albr*‘eht von, 215 
Roosevelt, Theodore, 641, 603 
Root, Elihu, 1047, 1048, 1080; on sub- 
marine use, 1069 
Rosebery, Lord, 474 
Rotten boroughs, 389 
Roubaix, 719 

Roumaiiia, 565; after 1878, 576; area, 
860, 868; boundaries, new, 684; Bul- 
garia and, 652; German relations, 860; 
Greece and, 873; Hungary, oecu])a- 
tion of, 806, 908; iudepemlenc*e, 570, 
571, 572: industries, 871; laud prob- 
lem, 870; Magyars and, 867; minori- 
ties treaty, 864; neutrality in the 
World War, 861; non-Ruumunian 
population, 868; objections to treaties 
with Austria and Hungary, 804; Old 
and New, 869; Paris Conference and, 
863, 806, 867; political parties, 869; 
population, 868; resources, 871; 
treaties with Cxe(‘ho-Slovakia and 
Jugo-Slavia and against Hungary in 
1921, 873; Triple Allianeo and, 860 
unity, problem of, 868; World War 
campaign in (map), 689; World War 
entrance in 1916, 688, 861; World 
War reverses, 862 

Roumanians, 19, 140; origin, 390, 565 
Rouraelia, Eastern, 571, 572, 573 
Roxburgh, 398 

Royal Statute of 1834 (Spain), 522 
Ruanda, 1019 
Rudini, Marquis fli, 375 
Ruhr, 305 

Russell, Lord John (1792-1878), 412; 

Reform Bills, 412, 413, 416 
Russia, 4; acquisitions at the Congress 
of Vienna, 6; Alexander I, 581; Alex- 
ander II, 588; Alexander HI, 600; 
Asiatic expansion, 609; Austro-Ger- 
man alliance against, 296; Bolshe- 
viki and peace, 708; Bolsheviki 
government, 703; classes of society, 
581; coalition against, in 1854, 561; 
Congress of Vienna, demands at, 5; 
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conquests, 581; Council of the Em- 
pire, 634, 635; Duma, 632, 633; 
France, alliance with in 1891, 353, 354; 
general strike, 633; German Con- 
federation and, 229; German treaty 
(Rapallo), of 1922, 798; industrial 
development, 603; intervention in 
behalf of Greece, 558; invasion by 
Germany in 1915, 676; Japan and, 
621; Japanese War, 625; Japanese 
War, reaction upon Russia, 629; Jews 
in, 602; Manchuria and, 621; mobil- 
ization in 1914, 661; Nicholas I, 585; 
Nicholas II, 605; Nihilism, 598; 
Poland and in 1815, friction, 103; 
provocation by Austria’s ultimatum 
to Serbia in 1914, 658, 659; Provi- 
sional Government voted by the 
Dlima, 701; revolution, first, 629; 
revolution in 1917 and withdrawal 
from the World War, 700; serfs, 581, 
587; serfs, emancipation, 589, 590, 
592; Soviet, 925, {See also Soviet 
Russia); territory lost by the Treaty 
of Brest-Litovsk, 709, 710, 712 (map); 
Turkestan and, 610; Turkish {Cri- 
mean War, 560; Washington Con- 
ference of 1922 and, 1062: World 
War and, 687; World War victories 
in 1914, 671; zemstvos, 593 
Russian Socialist Federal Soviet Re- 
public, 926. See Soviet Russia 
Russification, 596, 602, 603, 608 
Russo-German alliance, 798 
Russo-Japanese War of 1904-05, 625 
Russo-Turkish War of 1828-29, 559 
Russo-Turkish War of 1877-78, 569 
Ruthenians, 388, 826, 828; Galicia and, 
840, 841 

Saar Basin, 305, 753, 959; coal, 307; 
intricate provisions for, 754; League 
of Nations and, 1046 
Saarbrlicken, 326 

Sacrilege, law against, in France, 86 
Sadler, Thomas, 421 

Sadowa, 227, 244, 245, 449; “revenge 
for”, 245, 246 
Sahara, French claims, 366 
Saint-Germain, treaty of, 765, 810, 
900 

Saint-Mihiel, 716 
St. Pierre, 364 
Saint-Quentin, 718 


Saint-Simon, C. II. Count de, 128, 262 
St. Sulpice, 364 
Salic law, 521 

Salisbury, Marquis of, 464; ministry, 
^ 70, 472; third ministry, 475 
Salonica, 649, 681, 885, 916 
Samara, 606 « 

Samaria, 719 

Samoin islands and Germany, 294 

Samurai, 615, 618 

San Dt^ningo, 524 

San Marino, 42, 535, 683 

San Stefano, treaty of, 570, 571 

Sand, Karl, 31 

Sand River Convention, 502, 503 
Sanders, Liman von, 679 
Santiago, Cuba, 528 
Sarajevo, 656, 742 

Sardinia, 3; constitutional government, 
165; Napoleon III and, 193 
Sardinia, Kingdom of, 205. See also 
Piedmont 

Sardinians in the Crimea, 191 
Sarurn, 398, 413, 414 
Saseno, 1027 
Saskatchewan, 495 

Savoy; annexation to France, 200, 201 
Savoy, House of, 188; leadership, 193 
Saxe-Coburg, 783 
Saxe-Weimar, 29 

Saxony, 5, 22; at the Congress of Vien- 
na, 6; coal-fields, 305 
Scandinavian states, 544 
Scapa Flow, 761 

Scheer, Admiral Reinhold von, 692 
Scheidemann, Philipp, 771; ministry, 
775, 776 

Scheurer-Kestner, Auguste, 355 
Schleiermacher, Friedrich, 34 
Schleswig, 220, 752; incorporation with 
Denmark, 221; incorporation in Prus- 
sia, 229; plebiscite results, 798 
Schopenhauer, Arthur,*212 
Schwarzenberg, K. P., Prince von, 160 
Science, German respect for, 308 
Scientific history, 273 
Scotland, 398; local governn^nt, 423; 
reform acts in 1868, 438; reform bills, 
418; suffrage, 398 ' ^ 

Scrutin de listCy 80 
Scutari, 650 

Sea power, 508; England, #74 
Seanad Eireann, 992 
Sebastopol, 562 
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Second Empire. See France under the 
Second Republic and Second Empire 
Second o4 December, 240 
Second Republic. See France under the 
Second Republic 
Secret Ballot, 453 
Secret diplomacy, 749 
Secret police in Russia, 586 
Secret treaties, 1023, 1024; Woldrow 
Wilson and, 1024 * 

Sedan, 252 

Self-determination, Austria, Republic of, 
894; British Empire, 969; Egypt, 972; 
Resolution of Fiumc, 882 
Self-government of colonies, 492 
Senates consulfum of 1870, 241, 242 
Senegal, 364, 366 
Senlis, 723 
Sepoy Mutiny, 488 
Septennate, 342 

Serbia, 391, 564, 569; after 1878, 577; 
ambition, 644; Austria’s plan against 
in 1913 and action in 1914, 655, 656, 
6.57; Bulgaria and, 574, 577; inde- 
pendence, 570, 571, 572; Macedonia 
and, 651; reply to Austria’s ultima- 
tum in 1914, 658; rise of, ,554; World 
War experiences, 680, 681, 884; World 
War, result, 7,32 

Serbo-Croat ian-SIovene language, 891 
Serbs, 386, .S91, 554, 644, 645; Croats 
and, 881, 882 

Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, Kingdom 
of, 875, 887, 890. Sec also Jugo- 
slavia 

Serfs, 581, 587; emancipation, 589, 590 
Sergius, Grand Duke, 632 
Serrano, Marshal, 524, 526 
Seton-Watson, R. W., 821, 827, 880, 
883 

Seven Weeks’ War, 226, 228 
Sevres, Treaty of, 972; Angora and, 
999; terms, 997 

Shantung, 313, 762, 764; 1073; eco- 

nomic control, 1078; German influ- 
ence, 622; German rights renounc'cd, 
755; Jif|[Danese occupation, 1079 
Sheflield, 32J) 

Shimonoseki, 617-618, 620 
Shipbuilding, 62; Germany, 305; United 
States, 1063 

Ships, capita^ 1064, 1065 
Shogun, ^15;^ treaty, foreign treaties 
and overthrow, 617 


Siberia, 609; exile to, 586, COO, 607; 

independence, 704; problem, 1079 
Sicilian, insurrection of 1860, 201 
Sicilies, the Two. See Naples, Kingdom 
of 

Sickness insurance, 292 
Siemens, C. F. von, 802 
Silesia, 305, 1045. See also Upper 
Silesia 

Sinn Fein, Irish Republic ami, 987; re- 
vival in 1916, 985 
Sinn Feiners, 964, 983 
Skupshtina, 890 

Slave tratle, 10, 419; Africa, 509-510 
Slavery, abolition by England, 419; 

F'nglish abolition and the Boens, 501 
Slavicization, 388 
Slavonia, 385 
Slavonians, .391 

Slavs, 140, 567, 658, 806; Northern, 875; 
Southern, 875 

Slovakia, 811, 814; Magyar methods in, 
827 

Slovaks, 391; Czechs and, 811 
Slovenes, 386, 388 
Slovenia, 876 

Smith, Adam, “Wealth of Nations,” 
401 

Smuts, General J. (’., 684; ilistinetions 
and qualities, 981; German East 
Africa campaign, 981 
Smyrna, 998; burning of, 1005; Turkish 
victory over the Greeks in 1922, 1005 
Sobranje, 573 
Social DemocTat, 279 
Social Democratic Party of Germany, 
276; growth, 324 

Social Democratic Workingmen’s Party, 
280 

Social evils, 69, 70 
Social legislation, 472 
Social production, 278 
ScK’ial reform, 265, 274; Bismarck and, 
291 

Social revolution, 271, 273 
Swial Revolutionaries of Russia, 928, 
929 

Socialism, 2.57; Bismarck and, 289; 
(’arlyle’s influence, 266; definition, 
2.58; England, tendency toward, 434; 
first use of the w’ord, 263; France, 127 ; 
German laws against, 290; growth, 
274; National, 277; scientific, 269; 
Soviet Russia, two schools, 928 
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Socialistic Working Men’s Party of Ger- 
many, 280 

Socialists, 167; France, 358; Germany 
after the Revolution, 772; Germany, 
strength, 324; Germany, divisions 
after the Revolution, 773; “Green”, 
in Bulgaria, 920; Russia, in 1017, 701, 
703; William II and, 303 
Socialization of industry in Germany, 
788, 790 
Sofia, 575, 576 
Soissons, 713 
Solferino, 196, 197 
Somaliland, 374, 1027 
Somme River, Battle of the, 686 
Sonderbunds 539 
Sophia, Queen of Greece, 1003 
Soudan, 367, 517 
Soult ministry, 122 

South Africa, 500; Nationalists, 982; 
race problem, 982; rebellion of 1914, 
980; World War and, 980. See also 
Boer War; British South Africa 
South African Republic, 502, 503. See 
also Transvaal 
South African Union, 507 
South America, Garibaldi in, 202 
Soviet Russia, 925; authorities, 927; 
civil wars and insurrections, 943, 944; 
Che-ka, 927; commerce, nationaliza- 
tion, 935, 936; compromise with 

capital in 1921, 936; compulsory 
labor, 934; Constitution of July, 1918, 
925-926; democracy, 926; dictator- 
ship, 927, 929, 942; disruption of the 
state, 943; “economic retreat”, 936; 
emigration of the bourgeoisie, 945; 
famine, 933, 937-938; finances, 938, 
941; food requisitions upon the peas- 
ants, 932; foreign capital appealed to, 
937; Germany and, 941; government 
title, 926; industry, militarization, 
935; indtistry, nationalization, 930, 
934, 935; labor armies, 935; land, 
nationalization, 929, 932, 936; land, 
ownership and possession, 932; Pauper 
Committees, 932; payment of past 
debts, 941; peasantry, representation, 
943; peasants and the nationaliza- 
tion of land, 930, 932, 945; peasants’ 
resistance, 933; political life, 927; 
population, 944; private property, 
928, 929; private property and the 
peasantry, 982; Red Army, 927, 943; 


Socialism, two schools, 928; suffrage 
and restriction, 926; trade with other 
nations, question of, 939; *tyranny, 
927; Workers’ Control, 934 
Soviets, 701, 942 
Spa Fields, 404 

Spain, 8; after 1823, 526; colonial pos- 
sessyins and England, 51; colonial 
revol^ution, 38; Constitution of 1812, 
36; fof 1834, 522; of 1887, 523; of 
1869^524; of 1876, 527; inefficiency of 
government in 1815, 38; insurrection 
of 1865, 524; loss of American colonies, 
521, 528; loss of Cuba, Porto Rico, 
and the Philippines, 528; reaction in 
1823, 50, 83; Republic of 1873, 526; 
revolution of 1820, 39; of 1868, 247 
Spartacists, 773, 774 
Specialization in manufacture, 66 
Speke, J. H., 511 
Spicheren, 252 
Spinning, 55 

Stamboliiski, Alexander, 914, 917; peas- 
ant movement under, 919, 921 
Stambuloff, Stephan, 575 
Stanley, II. M., 511; as organizer, 513 
State, r6le of, 260; working classes and, 
291 

State Socialism, 292, 293 
Staten Island, 202 

States-rights, Germany in 1815, 26; 

Germany since the Revolution, 778 
Steam engine, 53, 56, 70, 395 
Steam navigation, 56 
Steel, 65 

Steel industry, Germany, 305 
Stefanisk, General, 811 
Stefano, Treaty of, 295 
Stegerwald, Adam, 796 
Stein, Baron, 34 
Stephens, James, 443 
Stephenson, George, 57^ 

Stinnes, Hugo, 793, 801 
Stockholm, 548 
Stolypin, P. A., 636 
Storthing, 547 
Straits, Zone of the, 997 
Strasbourg, surrender in 187(X 254 
Strikes, England after the World War, 
965; general, Russia, 633; Italy since 
the World War, 1030, 1031, 1033, 1035 
Strumitza, 917 ** 

Stumm, Baron von, 326 
Styria, 876 
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Subject peoples, German loss of, 753; 

Turkey’s treatment of, 646 
Submarines, 692; German policy, 695; 
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